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Current Topics. 
The Appointment of Additional Judges. 


Mr. AsquitH’s statement in the House of Commons that the 
matter of the appointment of additional judges was being care- 
fully considered, combined with the reply of the Lord Chancellor 
to the deputation from Lancashire, which we report elsewhere, 
shew that a scheme, which must include the provision of further 
judicial power, is on foot for remedying the complaints from the 
circuits and the arrears in London. It will be remembered that 
the report of Lord Gorz.t’s Committee not only recommends that 
the judges of the King’s Bench Division should be increased, but 
also that the circuit system should be entirely remodelled, and 
that civil business should be concentrated at convenient places. 
The Effect of the Budget Proposals as Regards 

the Transfer of Land. 

We near from several sources that one result of the proposals 
of the Chancellor of the Exchequer is practically to put a stop 
to the sale of ground rents. Negotiations for such sales have 
been broken off, and proposed sales by auction have been with- 
drawn. The resolution doubling the stamp duties on convey- 
ances on sale and leases was passed on Tuesday, after strong 
protests from members, including two excellent speeches against 
the resolution by Mr. Fatconsr and Mr. Raprorp, both 
Ministerialists. Mr. Raprorp remarked very truly that the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer, in his first year of office, found 
himself inclined to trample on a Liberal principle which he had 
preached all his life—namely, that all that was possible should 
be done to remove the obstacles that existed to the free transfer 
of land, and Mr. Austen CHAMBERLAIN pointed out that, as the 
amount. expected to be raised by the increased stamps was only 
£375,000, the Chancellor of the Exchequer might safely abandon 
the tax. Mr. Liorp Grorex refused to do this, but intimated 
that he was willing to consider the question of graduating the 
duty, and invited members to move a scheme of graduation. We 
have been somewhat surprised to hear of no protests from law 
societies or land societies against the proposed increase in the 
stamp duty. It is a matter which affects them materially. 


Leasehold Enfranchisement. 

Tue FAILURE of leasehold enfranchisement to make any appre- 
ciable progress may not unfairly be attributed to the want of 
popular demand for the scheme, but year after year a Leasehold 





Enfranchisement Bill makes its appearance in Parliament, and. 
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this year it has a considerable number of names to back it. The 
Select Committee on Town Holdings reported some years ago 
against the scheme. They did not think it would have much 
effect in improving the quality of houses built, while it was 
recognized that the oversight of the ground landlord on well- 
managed estates was very often beneficial. They did, however, 
suggest that enfranchisement might be tried locally in districts 
where it could be shown that there were a large number of lease- 
holders desirous of becoming the owners of their houses. In fact, 
however, such cases are met to a large extent by the operations 
of building societies, and under existing social arrangements 
the leasehold system has proved a convenient mode of securing 
the orderly development of towns. In time, perhaps, this will 
be supplemented by municipal town-planning schemes, but it can 
hardly be doubted that the leasehold system has, on the whole, 
been productive of beneficial results. In any scheme for en- 
franchisement the main point, of course, is to see that the rights 
of the freeholder are properly safeguarded. In the present Bill 
the assessment of compensation is referred, in the absence of 
agreement, to the county court, and the purchase money is to be 
the sum which, in the opinion of the court, is the value of the 
lessor’s interest, excluding improvements made by the lessee 
after the granting of the lease, unless made in pursuance of the 
covenants, and the court may substitute a perpetual rentcharge 
for the purchase money. The county courts are, of course, 
already sufficiently occupied without having this new function 
imposed upon them, but the present session is hardly likely to 
see any progress made with the measure. 


Registration of Firms. 


Tue Registration of Firms Bill, which has been introduced in 
the House of Lords by Lord Brassgy, represents a project which 
has frequently been before the Legislature. The proposal is 
that every firm carrying on business in the United Kingdom 
under a trade name which does not consist of the full names of all 
the partners, and also every person carrying on business under 
a trade name other than his own, shall register “in the manner 
directed by this Act the name under which their or his business 
is or is intended to be carried on.” These words hardly prepare 
the way for the real purpose of the measure, which is to secure 
not so much the registration of the trade name, as the regis- 
tration of the names of the persons or person carrying on the 
business. This is secured by clause 2, which prescribes the 
manner in which registration is to be effected. There must be 
sent to the registrar a statement containing, amongst other 
matters, the trade name, and also the names of the persons or 
person carrying on, or intending to carry on, the business. 
Changes in the firm would have to be registered, and a penalty 
of £1 a day is proposed for default in registering. Clause 16 
proposes that the register should be open to public inspection on 
payment of a small fee. To any such scheme there is the prac- 
tical objection that it is frequently a matter of difficulty to say 
whether under given circumstances a person who is interested 
in a business is a partner or not. In general, of course, a 
partnership is definitely constituted, and the scheme in such 
cases, whether desirable or not, would be practicable. But it 
would, we imagine, effectually stop all transactions, not intended 
to be partnerships, where there was the slightest chance of a 
partnership being established. In addition to the risk of partner- 
ship liabilities, there would be the risk of the cumulative penalty 
and of proceedings for the recovery of it. In the event of litiga- 
tion it is possible under the ordinary practice to obtain the names 
of the partners, and apart from litigation it is quite competent. 
for persons intending to do business with a firm to inquire for 
the names of the partners. We doubt whether there is any 
necessity for the drastic procedure proposed by the Bill, and we 
are not aware that there is any real demand for it in the business 
world. 


The Summings-up of Judges. 


Ever since the Criminal Appeal Act came into operation there 
has been a disposition among counsel for appellants to criticize 
the summings-up of judges with too much strictness. No one 





who has not had to perform the task of summing-up a criminal 
case to a jury can appreciate how difficult the task is, especially 
for an unprofessional chairman of quarter sessions. Some judges 
merely read over their notes of the evidence to the jury, and 
tell them that the verdict is for them. This is in many cases a 
safe course, but it is an absolutely futile proceeding, and as a 
rule does not in the least help the jury or further the course of 
justice. The judge should give the jury a bird’s-eye view of the 
case. He should shortly explain the law, and recall to the jury's 
memory the most prominent facts proved both against and in 
favour of the accused. It must be remembered, however, that 
judges have, as a rule, to sum up a case without preparation, and 
therefore it is unfair to criticize their actual wordstoo closely, or 
to pick out sentences and examine their meaning apart from the 
whole speech. Of course, a convicted person will clutch at any 
straw to avoid his punishment, and, therefore, it is quite natural 
for his counsel, who is hard pressed for arguments in his favour, 
to attack the summing-up as strongly as possible. The tendency 
to hypercriticism, however, is clearly diminishing under the 
resolute discouragement of such procedure by the Court of 
Criminal Appeal. ‘The court have laid it down again and again 
that the summing-up must be looked at as a whole,-and that 
unless a substantial misdirection can be shown which might have 
misled the jury, the court will not disturb a verdict which might 
have been properly returned on the evidence. As to how far it 
is the duty of the presiding judge to discuss the defence raised 
by the prisoner, as well as the case for the prosecution, the 
court have been somewhat indefinite. Sometimes it may be 
actually in the prisoner’s favour for the judge to pass over the 
matters raised in defence without comment, where comment would 
almost of necessity emphasize the weak points of such defence. 

In such cases the court have ignored all complaints as to neglect 
of the defence. In other cases, however, the court have con- 

sidered that a summing-up was seriously defective where the case 

for the prisoner was not put to the jury as carefully as the case 

for the defence. It is clear that a miscarriage may possibly 

arise from such a course, and where that appears possible the 

court have quashed convictions. The court have, however, made 

it quite clear that they do not expect a summing-up to be a lectute 

upon law, or a minute examination into all the details of the 

case. There may be omissions and inconsistencies and even 

mistakes. But unless, on a consideration of the summing-up as 

a whole, it seems reasonably probable that the flaws complained 

of may have adversely influenced the verdict, the verdict will be 

upheld. 


Domestic Servants and the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act. 


A GLANCE at some of the recent cases under the Workmen's 
Compensation Act has led us to think that the benefit of those 
who suffer by accident is often attended with great hardship to 
their employers. Inthe case of Mortimer v. Secretan, decided by 
the Court of Appeal on the 31st of March, the plaintiff, a domestic 
servant, was accidentally injured by falling down some'steps while 
in the defendant’s employment. Her average weekly earnings 
computed under the Act, and including, we presume, the benefit 
which she derived from board and lodging, were 17s. 8d. She 
was totally incapacitated for five months, and it was likely that 
her partial incapacity would be permanent. After the accident 
her employer made weekly payments to her of 8s. 10d. for some 
time, and afterwards an agreement was made whereby she agreed 
to accept the sum of £80 as a lump sum in dull satisfaction of all 
her claims against the employer in respect of the injury. The 
registrar refused to record a memorandum of this agreement on 
the ground that this lump sum agreed to be paid was inadequate, 
and referred the matter to the judge, who found that the sum of 
£80 was inadequate, and assessed the amount to be paid by the 
employer at the sum of £285, that being the amount which 
admittedly would be payable if computed aioe Schedule 1, clause 
17, of the Act. Upon appeal, it was held that the sole question 
for the judge was whether the agreement was one which ought or 
ought not’to be recorded, and that all that he could do was to 
dismiss the application, leaving the employer liable to continue 
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the weekly payments until there was an application to review or 
another more appropriate offer. Our only interest is in the dry 
facts of this case, which seem to shew that a heavy, and sometimes 
crushing, liability may at any time fall upon the occupiers of 
small dwelling-houses in the metropolis, many of whom are in 
exceedingly narrow circumstances. The ordinary risk of a 
domestic servant from accident can scarcely be said to be greater 
than any risk to her health from her occupation, but in the one 
case the employer incurs, and in the other escapes, liability. A 
general resort to insurance appears to be the only remedy, and 
this is not always a satisfactory one. 


Defects in the Structure of a Furnished House. 


THE MAXIM caveat emptor has for many years been applied to 
the letting of a dwelling-house, and as a general rule there is no 
warranty, still less a condition, that it is fit for the purposefor which 
it is let. In the case of many metropolitan and suburban houses the 
lessee often finds himself brought face to face with serious structural 
imperfections, such as damp walls, rotten plastering (whole ceilings 
sometimes falling down without warning), joinery shrinking and 
warping, roofs leaking, and other deficiencies. But the tenant who 
has inspected the premises cannot, in the absence of express agree- 
ment, rely upon any duty on the part of the landlord to supply 
him with a substantial house. In the case of furnished premises 
the law is more indulgent to the tenant, and an undertaking may 
sometimes be implied on the part of the lessor that they are reason- 
ably fic for the purposes of habitation—where, for instance, owing 
to the presence of noxious insects, or defects of drains, or infec- 
tious or contagious i!lness, this is not the case, the lessee is justified 
in repudiating the tenancy, and if he has incurred loss, he will be 
entitled to recover damages. In a recent case of Harvey v. Waters 
in the Hastings County Court, an attempt was made to extend 
this liability. The tenant, under a counterclaim, called evidence 
to shew that a short time after the commencement of her tenancy 
the ceiling of the drawing-room and of a bedroom fell down, so that 
she was obliged to move her furniture. Evidence was called on 
the opposite side to shew that the state of these ceilings did not 
render tle house uninhabitable, and the judge decided against 
the claim, ho!ding that the tenant when she inspected the house 
must be tuken to have observed the cracks in the ceilings, and 
the apparent age of the whole structure. Any other decision 
would tend to relieve the tenant from the obligation of taking 
ordinary care. 


The Patent Law of the United States. 


THE LAW relating to patent inventions in England has long 
been the object of adverse criticism, and it has often been 
unfavourably compared with the system prevailing in the United 
States. It appears, however, from an article in the last number 
of the Forum, entitled “The Legal Monstrosity of Our Patent 
System,” by Mr. H. Warp LEonarD, that the lot of American 
inventors is not a happy one. The author thinks that it is 
probably a fact that the individual who gets the least return for 
what he produces is the American inventor. Under Article 1, 
section 8, of the American Constitution, “Congress shall have 
power to promote the progress of science and useful arts by 
securing for a limited time to inventors the exclusive rights to their 
respective discoveries.” In the opinion of the author, no such 
security is furnished by the Government. The inventor is left to 
cope single-handed and unaided with the most powerful and 
unscrupulous infringers, trusts, patent pools, &c. In a recent 
case the patent lawyer of an infringer, after investigating the 
patent infringed, and finding that it was apparently valid, asked the 
following question : “Is only an inventor, or is he a man of 
means?” The real question of importance was whether he had 
money. The descriptions of patents required by the American law 
are stated to be elaborate, expensive, and, as far as the public is 
concerned, useless. In every application for a patent a number of 
claims are put forward which are finally abandoned without any 
benefit to the claimant. The method of ‘taking evidence in a 
patent suit gives occasion to the most vexatious delays. A record 
Consisting of thousands of pages is produced within which the few 
essential facts are buried under a mass of false testimony and 
rabbish. Patent cases are distasteful to the judges, who are: 








without the learning and xpi which is necessary for theif 
investigation. In this concluding passage we may probably find + 
some solution of the difficulty. No serious attempt has ever been 
made in this country or in America to obtain, with anything like 
continuity, the services of a judge especially skilled in patent 
laws and inventions. It was said that the late Sir WILLIAM 
Grove, with unrivalled experience at the bar in patent 
he ea only tried one patent case after he took his seat on the 
ench. 


The Merchant Shipping Acts and Foreign Ports 
of Registry. 


A CASE of great importance on the construction of the Merchant 
Shipping Acts was decided by the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council last week : Owners of the S.S. Maori King v. H.B.M. 
Consul-General at Shanghai (reported elsewhere). The appeal was 
from the Supreme Court for China and Corea, which sits at 
Shanghai and exercises the jurisdiction of a Consular Court under 
the Foreign Jurisdiction Act, 1890. Shanghai has also been made 
a port of registry in accordance with the provision of section 88 of 
the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, which authorizes a port in 
which the King exercises jurisdiction under the Foreign Juris- 
diction Act, 1890, to be declared a port of registry. The Maori 
King was registered at Shanghai, apparently in the name of a 
British subject at first, but the real owners were subsequently 
found to be the members of a Russian firm trading at Shanghai, 
who being foreigners were, of course, not qualified to own a 
British ship. As The Maori King still carried British colours, and 
was made to appear to be a British ship, proceedings were taken 
to have the ship declared forfeited to the Crown, in accordance 
with the provision to that effect in section 69 of the Merchant 
Shipping Act, 1894. These proceedings were taken by his 
Majesty's Consul-General at Shanghai in the Supreme Court for 
China and Corea, and a decree was made by the court declaring 
the sbip forfeited. From this decree the owners of The Maori King 
appealed to the Judicial Committee, with the result that the appeal 
was allowed, on the ground solely that the Supreme Court for 
China and Corea had no jurisdiction to entertain the proceedings 
for forfeiture or make the decree. The merits of the case were not 
referred to in the judgment delivered by Lord MACNAGHTEN. The 
question of jurisdiction arose by reason of the wording of section 
76 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894. Under this section pro- 
ceedings for forfeiture of a ship may be taken in “ the High Court 
of England or Ireland,” in “ the Court of Session in Scotland,” and 
“elsewhere” in “any Colonial Court of Admiralty or Vice- 
Admiralty Court in her Majesty’s dominions.” The words “in 
her Majesty's dominions” were held to be sufficient to dispose of 
the appeal in the appellant’s favour. Lord MACNAGHTEN said : 
“Tt is contended, however, for the present appellants that that 
section confers authority upon no court excepting those within 
the dom‘nions of the Crown, whereas the court at Shanghai 1s 
not within British territory” ; that contention, it was held, must 
prevail, the language of the section being express. No indication 
is given in the course of Lord MACNAGHTEN S judgment as to the 
reasons which were thought sufficient by the court at Shanghai 
to confer jurisdiction on the latter. It may be conjectured that 
the Consular Court relied on the wording of section 91 of the 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, which runs, “ This part of this Act 
shall apply to the whole of her ype dominions, and to all 
places where her Majesty bas jurisdiction.” This decision, 
besides its immediate importance, indirectly affects the question of 
the legal position of territories, such as the African Protectorates 
which are not yet completely recognized as part of the British 
Dominions for all judicial purposes. The port of Old Calabar 
in the Protectorate of Southern Nigeria, for instance, is a 
“foreign port of registry” under the combined operation of 
the Foreign Jurisdiction Act, 1890, and the Merchant Shipping 
Acts, 1894 and 1906. Accordingly a court of Southern 
Nigeria, sitting at Old Calabar, might well be held not to bea 
court “in her Lajesty’s dominions.” Seeing that the Protectorate 
is, for all practical purposes, at any rate, generally considered 
to be, and is dealt with as, part of the British dominions, a 
difficult situation might be created if the port of Old Calabar 





were held not to be in the dominions. fs 1 
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A Judge on the Usages of Modern Society. 

THOSE WHO have had occasion to read the judgments of Lord 
STOWELL in matrimonial causes, as reported in Haggard’s Reports, 
must have been struck by the light which they cast upon the 
usages of polite society at the commencement of the last century. 
The judgments of those who have since filled offices similar to 
that occupied by the distinguished judge are illustrations of the 
changes which the lapse of years has introduced into the habits 
of the English people ; and a useful commentary upon these changes 
is to be found in the judgment of Lord McLAREN in the recent 
case of Bennet Clarke v. Bennet Clarke (46 Sc. L. Rep. 529). The 
learned judge, in commenting upon the inference which ought 

roperly to be drawn in the particular case from the association 
tween a married man and a young unmarried lady, makes the 
following observations : “If I were to look back fifty years, and 
if I were then considering a case like the present, I should most 
probably have come to the conclusion that the action of these 
persons was inconsistent with innocence. But the difference 
in my conclusion in the year 1859 and the conclusion 
at which the court has arrived in the present case, 
and in which I concur, would not depend entirely on legal ex- 
perience. It would be the result of the change that has occurred 
in the course of half a century in the social habits of the country, 
and especially in a notable relaxation of restraints which were 
formerly put upon the actions of women, and which are no longer 
supposed to be necessary for their protection. It is impossible to 
ignore the fact that at the present day a very large number of 
ladies of the most undoubted reputation are in the habit of 
travelling about unattended, or with no attendance except that of 
a domestic, and of spending much of their time at hotels or 
pensions abroad, and in such circumstances they necessarily meet 
on terms of familiar acquaintanceship with men and women who 
are occupiers of hotels or similar establishments. I think, there- 
fore, that we are not entitled to look on the actions of this young 
lady, in spending a great part of her time in such places, as any- 
thing contrary to modern: usage, or such as would necessarily 
expose her to suspicion. Lord Stow had little taste for 
reforms, and would probably have wholly disapproved of the 
changes which have affected the usages of society since the days 
when he presided in Doctors’ Commons. 


Sir John Day’s Collection of Pictures. 


THE SALE of the late Sir Joun Day's collection of pictures 
and water-colour drawings at prices largely exceeding those for 
which they were purchased is strong testimony in favour of the 
taste and discernment of the eminent advocate in pursuits wholly 
unconnected with his own profession. Collectors of works of 
art, who spend a large part of their lives in the show-rooms of 
dealers in pictures and old china, are often grievously deluded in 
their estimate of the value of their purchases. This can easily 
be proved by a reference to a class of actions which from time to 
time engage the attention of our Jaw courts. Sir JoHn Day was 
not deterred by the words which convey warning to the “ man 
of law who never saw the way to buy or sell,” or to the lack of 
precedent in the collection of pictures by a successful lawyer. 
The burning of Lord MANSFIELD’s library and manuscripts in 
the Gordon riots of 1780 was denounced by Cowper in stanzas 
in which he speaks of the “ well-judged purchase and the gift” 
that formed the store of the distinguished Chief Justice. Sir 
JouN Day lived in a more peaceable age and was able to transmit 
his well-judged purchases to his representatives. 


A Lord Justice on the Court of Appeal. 


Lorp Justice Vavanan Witu1ams has been unbosoming him- 
self to the Union Society of London as to his woes in the Court 
of Appeal. He is reported to have declared that it is “an 
awfully dreary place.” It must be admitted that it is less lively 
than the Welsh Church Commission, but the learned Lord 
Justice’s constant sallies help to relieve the dreariness, if they 
do not expedite the business, of the court. “His cogitative facul- 
ties being immersed in cogibundity of cogitation”—to use the 
words of a forgotten dramatist—he has something to say on most 
points of a case, whether strictly relevant to it or not. He 





naturally complained that, under the Criminal Appeal Act, “the 
judge could not intervene as he used to do.” 


Identification with Clients. 

WIrH REGARD to our remarks last week on the habit of many 
English advocates of identifying themselves with their clients, 
we are reminded by a learned reader of a better instance of this 
than any we cited, and one which he assures us has been stated 
in print to have actually occurred. A woman having been 
condemned to death, an application to the court was made by her 
advocate, who said, “My lord, we are quick with child and claim 
a jury of matrons, and that our execution may be respited.” 


The Abolition of a Roll of Court. 


In these days nothing is sacred. Last week we published a 
new Rule of the Supreme Court actually abolishing one of the 
most ancient Rolls of the Court. How many of our readers, we 
wonder, know exactly of what these rolls consist, and whence 
their origin? We have the idea in our mind that in days before 
book-binding was invented they were the only known method of 
preserving records in a continuous form. They consist of parch- 
ment skins sewn end to end and rolled up in lengths varying from 
ten to thirty yards ; or, as they are better described in the old 
dictionaries, “a schedule of parchment that may be turned up 
with the hand in the form of a pipe, and then they become records 
of the court.” This definition refers doubtless to the LHotulus 
Annalis, or the Great Roll of the Pipe, which is almost equal in 
antiquity to the Doomsday Book, and was the medium of charge 
and discharge of rents and debts due to the Crown, and 
which had a department of its own, and a controller, and clerk of 
the pipe, and a process known as the “Summons of the Pipe,” 
sometimes wrongly confused with the “Summons of the Green 
Wax.” There were “the rolls of the Chancery, the master of 
which was the second person in the Chancery,” as he is to-day. 
There were the rolls of the Exchequer, the Great Wardrobe Roll 
(one may wonder whether a study of its mysteries suggested 
Sartor Resartus), the Cofferer’s Roll (a list of wages paid in the 
King’s house), and the Subsidy Roll, which seems to have come 
over with William the Conqueror. There was even a Calves-head 
Roll in the two Temples—-and may be still—‘ wherein every 
bencher, barrister, and student is taxed yearly at so much to the 
cook and other officers of the houses in consideration of a dinner 
of calves-heads provided in Easter Term.” The Roll of Solicitors 
is reputed to be as long as Piccadilly. We wonder how many of 
these are still continued. Some are as active as ever, as witness 
the Lord Mayor’s Show, which comes to the court, not, as is 
popularly supposed, for the purpcse of inviting the judges to his 
banquet, but in order to make (now only in form, but once in 
actual reality) before the King on his Bench his solemn declara- 
tion, to be duly enrolled on the Great Presentation Roll, on which 
are also recorded all the warrants of the approval of the appoint- 
ment of sheriffs. The Solicitors’ Roll and the Memorandum Roll 
are also full of active vitality. 

The present Master of the Rolls, in consenting to the abolition 
of the enrolment of Receivers’ Recognizances, has shewn more 
temerity than one of his respected predecessors, who on being 
asked to allow certain enrolled records to be kept in future in 
parchment books, instead, of on rolls, sternly refused with the 
remark: “If this is allowed, there will soon be no rolls left 
for me to be Master of.” A fulminating rebuke rightly met the 
further cynical suggestion—“ There will always be the breakfast 
rolls.” Unwarrantable levity ! 

The abolition of the enrolment of “any recognizance or bond 
given by a receiver, or liquidator, or guardian in pursuance of 
order,” by ord. 61, r. 8a, R. S. C. (May), 1909, removes 
the last of the rolls, properly so called, in the Inrolment Depart 
ment of the High Court. All the other redords enrolled are 
engrossed on large parchment sheets and bound as books 
with numbered pages. The history of the enrolment of these 
recognizances is not without interest, and explains what 
at first sight seems somewhat startling, namely, the abolition of 
these enrolments without the authority of Parliament. ‘These 
recognizanges, unlike all other enrolments, were never enrolled 
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under statute, but under what we in these days should term a 
Rule of Court. Ordinance 92 of 16 James I., 29 January, 1618-19, 
provided : “. and all recognizances taken to the King’s 
use, or unto the court, shall be duely inrolled in convenient time 
with the clarkes of the inrollment and calendars made of them 
and the calendars every Michaelmas Term to be presented to 
the Lord Chancellor.” By an Ordo Curie of 26 Charles II. 
(Reg. Lib. B. 1673, f. 763) it was provided that “ noe 
recognizance shall be inrolled unless such inrollment 
be within six months after the acknowledgment thereof.” 
These ordinances were not included in the repeals by 
the Rules of the Supreme Court under the Judicature Acts. 
They seem to have been forgotten, except in the Chancery 
Division. ‘The King’s Bench Division never acted upon them at 
all. Receivers appointed merely filed their bonds and left them 
on the file, a very convenient and economical method, and the 
only sound one legally, as will be gathered from what follows. 
In the Chancery Division they were all enrolled, but the receivers 
or liquidators, &c., never called for their original recognizances. 
A curious consequence ensued, which led to the passing of the 
rule under discussion. The accumulation of these original 
recognizances, which were not in any sense records after 
enrolment, became so enormous that application was made 
to the Keeper of Records for leave to destroy them. 
After very careful investigation, it then transpired that they 
could not be destroyed, because the enrolments were only secon- 
dary evidence, and in case of fraud, for example, the original 
recognizance would be probably necessary for proof. In other 
words, the enrolments were the superfluous documents. For this 
reason ord. 61, r. 8a, has been passed, substituting for the 
superfluous enrolment the filing of the recognizance itself until 
vacated by order. This change will have the advantage to 
litigants on the Chancery side of materially diminishing their 
costs in these cases. 


A Dog and His Bite. 


We ventured shortly after the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Baker v. Snell (1908, 2 K. B. 825) to question whether, however 
satisfactory in its result, it could in strictness be supported on 
the grounds assigned for it. We have read, therefore, with much 
interest an able discussion of these grounds in a paper contri- 
buted by Mr. Tuomas Baven to the current number of the 
Harvard Law Review (vol. 22, p. 465), but his criticism goes 
much further and is far more destructive than was ours, and we 
regret to find that he is on the side of “ Bob” and his owner, 
and that he considers the judgment should have been in their 
favour. Since, however, human memory is short and the decision 
was given last July, it will be well to recall who Bob was. 

_ Bob was a dog, and his savage nature had been demonstrated 
in the way which the English common law—which is, we are 
taught, distilled common sense—approves. He had had his bite. 
His owner, who was the defendant in the action, was a licensed 
Victualler, and had entrusted the care of the dog to his barman. 
It was the barman’s duty to take Bob for his morning’s run and 
then chain him up securely before the domestic servants were 
about. The plan worked excellently until the barman, in an 
unfortunate moment, took it into his head to try experiments. 
Returning one morning from the stroll he found the servants 
already in the kitchen and at breakfast. Instead of keeping Bob 
under restraint he hazarded the remark, “I bet the dog won't 
bite anyone,” and then said, “Go it, Bob.” The end of the 
story is obvious, and one of the servants was the plaintiff. 

The case was brought in the county court, and there the 
plaintiff failed, but she succeeded in the Divisional Court 
(CHannen and Surron, JJ.) (1908, 2 K. B. 352), and in the Court 
of Appeal. The county court judge took the view that it was 
the barman only who was to blame, and not his master. The 
Divisional Court considered, in effect, that the master, having 
Knowledge of the dog’s savage nature, was bound to keep him 
secure at his peril, and consequently was liable for his servant’s 
foolish act. The majority of the Court of Appeal (Cozmns- 
Harpy, M.R., and FArwst, L.J.) took the same view, but 











en L.J., was not prepared to carry the defendant’s liability 
so far. . 

The points on which Mr. Brven’s criticism chiefly fastens 
appear to be contained in the following passages, one from the 
judgment of the Master of the Rolls, and the other from that 
of Farwe.t, L.J., “If a man keeps an animal whose nature is 
ferocious, or an animal of a class not generally ferocious, but 
which is known to the owner to be dangerous, is the owner of that 
animal liable only if he neglects his duty of keeping it safe or is 
negligent in the discharge of that duty, or is he bound to keep 
it secure at his peril? In my opinion the latter is the correct 
proposition of law, and I think it is not open to the court to 
decide the other way”: per Cozens-Harpy, M.R., p, 828. 
“The cases, in my opinion, establish that the law recognises two 
classes of animals—animals fere nature and animals mansuete 
nature. Any animal of the latter class, when known to its 
owner to be dangerous, falls within the former class, and anyone 
who keeps an animal of that nature does a wrongful act and is 
liable for the consequences under whatever circumstances arising, 
except where the plaintiff by his own conduct has brought the 
injury upon himself”: per Farwext, L.J., at p. 833. The cases 
on which these propositions were based were May v. Burdett 
(9 Q. B. 100), the monkey case; Jackson v. Smithson (15 L.J. 
Ex. 311), the ram case; and Filburn v. The People’s Palace Co. 
(25 Q. B. D. 258), the elephant case; with reference also to the 
two escape of water cases, Rylands v. Fletcher (L. R. 1 Ex. 265, 
L. R. 3 H. L. 330) and Wichols v. Marsland (L. R. 10 Ex. 255, 
2 Ex. D. 2). 

Against the decision of the majority of the Court of Appeal 
Mr Beven submits the following propositions: (1) That the 
authorities do not bear out the conclusion that the keeping of a 
savage animal is a wrongful act, so as to make the owner liable 
for injury caused immediately by the intervention of a third 
person ; (2) that the liability of the owner of a savage beast is 
prima facie only, and may be rebutted by showing that the 
owner is wholly without fault: that trespass is actionable only 
where there is fault ; (3) that, even if this is not so, the case of a 
dog differs from the case of lions, tigers, and savage wild beasts, 
and that at common law there jis an absolute right to keep a 
savage dog subject to liability primd facie to answer for his mis- 
doings so far as savagery goes. Mr. Brven also raises the point of 
common employment as being in favour of the defendant, but 
since this was peculiar to the case and is of no interest in regard 
to the substantial question, we need not further refer to it. It 
does not seem to have been actually raised in the course of the 
litigation. : 

As to the first point, Mr. Beven argues that May v. Burdett 
and Jackson v. Smithson (supra) were pleading cases and do not 
shew that the keeping of a savage animal is a wrongful act, - 
but only that such keeping, if followed by damage ,to 
another, gives a cause of action. And it is not neces- 
sary for the plaintiff to allege negligence. “The gist of 
the action is the keeping of the animal after know- 
ledge of its mischievous propensities”: headnote to May v. 
Burdett. And Mr. Brven goes back to very early law to shew 
that this cause of action only raises a primd facie case against 
the defendant, and that he can rebut it by shewing facts which 
excuse him from liability in the particular case; and Mr. 
Beven suggests that he can rebut it by shewing that he was 
without fault as regards the particular injury complained of. In 
other words, the keeping of a savage animal is not unlawful—as 
witness the Zoological Gardens—but damage thus resulting raises 
a prima facie case of liability against the owner, which he may 
rebut if he can. In Nichols. vy. Marsland (supra) it was said 
that the defendant could excuse himself, as regards mischievous 
things brought on his land, by vis major or the act of God. Mr. 
BrveN suggests that this is not exhaustive, and that it is a defence 
for the defendant to shew that he was without fault ; and he refers 
to the fire cases as analogous, where a man is not liable for the 
spread of fire from his house, if caused by a stranger. This, how- 
ever, seems to be quite different from the keeping of a savage 
animal; and we imagine, also, that the keeping of such an 
animal is not strictly within the escape of water cases. 

The second point, that the liability in question can be rebutted 
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by shewing the owner to be without fault, leads Mr Buven into 
an examination of what is really meant by animals fere 
nature. In the present connection the phrase is used 
to denote dangerous animals, but this is not the legal 
definition, and the deer, the fox, and the rabbit are 
equally under the ban of “fere nature.” But as regards these 
animals, although encouraged to live and multiply upon a man’s 
land, there is, he says, no warranty against damage which 
they may do to the land of a neighbour, nor is there any negli- 
gence in not keeping them within bounds. With the tiger and 
the lion it is different, and Mr. Brven suggests that the difference 
is that such animals, when brought to this country, are the 
subject of property, and that on this ground the dog must be 
classed with them, though of a different nature. But if this is 
80, the liability for anything that they may do is governed—so 
Mr. Beven argues—by the law of trespass, and is therefore not 
absolute, but is excluded where the owner is shewn to be without 
fault; and he cites Mr. Justice Hotmes in The Common Law 
(Lect. III.) and certain American authorities in support of this 
view. And if property is the test, the law must be the same for 
damage done by things inanimate and animate, and Mr. Brven 
relies on Fletcher v. Rylands (L. R. 1 Ex. 282) as shewing that 
in England this is so. “In England,” he says, “there is no dis- 
tinction between inanimate and animate property brought by a 
man on to his land, and the rule is that ‘the person who for 
his own purposes brings on his lands and collects and keeps 
there anything likely to do mischief if it escapes, must keep 
it in at his peril, and if he does not do so is prima facie answer- 
able’: L. R. 1 Ex. 279, per Buacksurn, J.” The juxtaposition 
here, says Mr. Brven, of the phrases “at his peril ” and “ primd 
facie answerable” concedes all that is contended for, namely, 
“that the liability of the owner of a savage dog is prima facie 
only ; it is not a matter for which he is shut out from defence.” 
But, as we have said, the liability in the case of a savage animal 
probably goes beyond the rule in Rylands v. Fletcher. 

In case Mr. Beven’s argument up to this point should not 
be convincing, and if the owner of a lion or tiger is, in the 
words of Farwett, L.J., guilty of “a wrongful act” in keeping it, 
he proceeds under his third proposition to demonstrate that the 
law does not in fact class the dog with these animals, and that, 
in early days at least, it rather encouraged the keeping of savage 
dogs as necessary for protection from violence. And he cites 
a good many dicta in support of the right to keep such a dog, 
provided it is so kept as not to cause danger to innocent people. 
It is, however, unnecessary ‘to pursue this aspect of the case. 
It seems to be sufficiently obvious that the mere keeping of 
something which may, if loose, be dangerous is not wrongful, 
whether that something be inanimate or animate, and, if animate, 
whether it is lion, tiger, or dog. We are really thrown back upon 
the extent of the possibilities of defence for which Mr. Brven 
argues in the earlier part of his paper. In a happy moment 
Bramwe.., B., suggested in Nichols v. Marsland (LL. R. 10 Ex. 
p. 260) that if a man kept a tiger and lightning broke his chain, 
and he got loose and did mischief, then the owner would be 
liable. Mr. Beven thinks not, for “the rule of law is clear— 
Actus Dei nemini facit injuriam: a rule to which we have not 
yet found an exception. Why should the tiger make one, or have 
one made for him?” And if not the tiger, clearly not the dog. 
In Mr. Beven’s view the owner may defend himself—whether the 
danger be done by tiger or dog or water escaped from a 
reservoir—not only by the act of God, but by the defence that he 
was personally free from fault. We doubt, however, whether the 
dog is entitled to Mr. Beven’s charter of licence, and here again 
he is suggest, erroneously—in the same class 
as reservoir water. And, on the whole, now that the Court of 
Appeal have decided against Mr. Beven’s view, we are not sorry 
to find the liability for the savagery of a dog fixed in the fight 
quarter. From the conclusion of Mr. Beven’s paper we gather 
that he himself is not opposed to the actual result if only it 
could be arrived at without violating legal principles. But surely 
legal principles exist only for the sake of being moulded to suit 
present-day requirements, and if in medieval England it was 
necessary to encourage a savage breed of mastiffs, it is not neces- 
sary to encourage “ Bob” and his like now. 


put—we 





In our previous remarks on the case we suggested that regard 
may properly be had to the purposes for which a thing, 
animate or inanimate, is kept. The storage of water 
serves an important public purpose, and _ the liability 
for the escape should be measured accordingly, and 
should be confined to cases of negligence. The keeping of a dog 
known to be savage serves, no good end—for protection it is un- 
necessary—and the owner should answer at his peril. As a 
matter of fairness it can hardly be questioned that the damage 
done by a dog should fall on the owner rather than on the innocent 
person bitten, and we are content to accept the result in Baker 
v. Snell, even if it be purchased at the cost of the common law; 
though even before Baker v. Snell, we imagine that this, which is 
not fixed, had developed further than Mr. Beven admits. But 
there still remains one step to be taken, and that is to abolish 
the requirement that the owner must know of the dog’s disposi- 
tion. This, however, can only be done, as in the case of sheep 
and cattle, by statute. 








Workmen’s Compensation. 


THE expectation that under the Act of 1906 litigation would 
be less frequent in workmen’s compensation cases continues, 
apparently, as far from realization as ever. One of the most 
fruitful sources of difficulty is the celebrated phrase “ accident 
arising out of and in the course of their employment.” This is 
probably not very surprising when one considers the infinite 
variety of circumstances out of which accidents happen. In one 
case recently it was proved that a fireman had disappeared by 
night from a ship in harbour, and his body was found next 
morning. He had gone on deck to get a breath of fresh air, but 
no explanation whatever was forthcoming as to how he came to 
fall overboard. There was a clear presumption of death by 
accident, and by accident in the course of his employment, for 
it was his employment that caused him to be on board. The 
question was, however, did the accident arise out of the employ- 
ment? The man was not on duty when he fell overboard, and his 
employment did not require him to be in the place from which he 
fell. The Court of Appeal, therefore, held that there was no 
evidence that the accident arose out of the employment, thogh it 
had arisen in the course of the employment ; and as the burden 
of proof was on the defendants to prove that the accident came 
within the Act, they were not entitled to compensation. 

The court had a case very like this before it only a short time 
before, and no doubt there are a great many similar unexplained 
deaths of seamen on board ship. As long, however, as the rule as to 
burden of proof continues to be applied as at present, the depen- 
dants of seamen must fail to obtain compensation in these cases. 
Considering the nature of their employment it cannot be denied 
that the rule bears very hardly upon them. 

In another recent case before the Court of Appeal, the injury was 
caused by sunstroke. In a very hot port the claimant, a seaman, 
had been ordered to paint part of the side of the ship, and while 
suspended in this exposed position received a sunstroke. There 
was no doubt here that the injury was caused in the course of 
the man’s employment, but the question again was, whether 
it arose out of the employment.. It does, at first sight, seem 
somewhat far-fetched to say that injury by sunstroke ean be 
injury by “accident” at all; but since the decision of the 
House of Lords in Ismay, Imrie & Co. vy. Williamson (1908, 
A. C. 437) it is much too late to take this point. The question, 
however, seems to have been put beyond doubt by the decision in 
Andrew v. Failsworth (1904, 2 K. B. 32), in which it was held that 
a bricklayer who was killed by lightning when at work on a 
scaffolding, had met his death by an accident arising out of his 
employment, as the place at which he was at work was one in 
which he was exposed to greater risk than ordinary risk from 
lightning. ; 

In yet another recent case, a workman who had been injured 
bad died under an anwsthetic while undergoing an operation. 
The injuries he had received made an operation necessary, 
and such operation was successfully performed. Later he was 
advised to undergo a second operation, not to preserve life or 
health, botpanmaly to enable him to.again follow his usual occup& 
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tion. It was while under this second, and by no means serious, 
operation that he succumbed. The Court of Appeal held that 
the death was caused by the accident, and that the second opera- 
tion was in fact mierely a stage or second step in one operation 
rendered necessary by the accident. This decision can hardly be 

uestioned. It is clear that the second operation was largely in 
the interest of the employers, for they would no longer have to 
pay compensation if the injured man were enabled to resume bis 
work, Therefore, unless the risk was unreasonably great, it was 
only reasonable in the interests of all parties for the man to 
undergo the second operation. In fact, we find employers con- 
stantly complaining in such cases that men will not consent to 
such operations. They cannot have it both ways, and wherever 
chloroform is used there must be some risk. 








Reviews. 
Company Law. 


Notes ON THE CoMPANIES (CoNsOLIDATION) Act, 1908; wITH Fors. 
By L. Wortuineton Evans, Solicitor, and F. Sazwett Cooper, 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Charles Knight & Co. (Limited) ; Sweet 
& Maxwell (Limited). 

For the last two months practitioners have been realizing that the 
task of referring to company law has become a matter of unwonted 
rplexity. The old statutes are gone and their familiar sections 
ave to be traced to the corresponding enactments in the Consolida- 

tion Act of last year. The difficulty, of course, is only temporary, 
and the benefits of consolidation will soon become as a. in 
practice as they are in theory. But meanwhile a book well edited so 
as to shew the correspondence of the new statute to the old Acts is 
essential, and among those which have been issued the present 
volume deserves favourable recognition. It contains the text of the 
Act in very convenient type, and there is all the apparatus of tables 
of corresponding sections, marginal notes, and index required to 
facilitate quick reference to the Act. In addition, there are appended 
to the sections copious notes giving practical guidance and cross- 
references to other parts of the Act, as well as references to the leading 
authorities on the provisions of the former Acts. Thus under section 
121, relating to private companies, a useful list is given of the 
different sections conferring special privileges or exemptions on such 
companies ; at p. 101 will be found the cases on what amounts to an 
invitation to the public to subscribe for shares, a matter which is 
still left somewhat indefinite. The book is a very satisfactory 
guide to the existing statute law of companies, 





The Common Law. 


PRINCIPLES OF THE ComMoN Law. By Jonn INDERMADR, Solicitor. 
Evevents Epirion. By the Author and Cuar.es THwaIrEs, 
Solicitor. Stevens & Haynes. 


This book is, as the editors state, still primarily intended for 
students. The very fact of its being in its eleventh edition argues 
that it supplies a want and has been found useful. We must not 
therefore be supposed tooverlook the merits and general usefulness of 
Messrs. Indermaur and Thwaites’ latest edition if we take the present 
opportunity of suggesting improvements in future editions. Although 
it is on the whole a merit that this book is not over-divided into 
headings and subsidiary subjects, there are one or two matters that 
ought at least to be mentioned. N othing seems to be said of actions 
on contracts for the sale of land, except in the chapter on damages, 
where the rule in Flwreau v. Thornhill is referred to. Again, no 
reference seems to be made to rights of light. To remedy these 
omissions need not imply lengthy disquisitions on the law of vendor 
and purchaser, or the rules relating to injunctions. On pp. 328 and 
335 the expressions “ possessed of land,” “ possessed of the surface of 
land,” are used in a somewhat confusing sense, for what is here 
evidently intended to be referred to is the ownership of land, and not 
the mere possession. Students in their early days are likely to have 
their difficulties about ownership and possession increased by this loose 
use of the word “possession.” And lastly, an easily corrected 
matter consists in not giving statutes their absolutely right titles. 
The consolidating Act relating to companies, which came into force 
on the Ist of April (not, as stated, on the Ist of January), is the 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. The “Companies Act, 1908 ” 
{c 12 is a different Act, repealed by the counelidating Act (c. 69). 

he Bills of Exchange Act, 1906” (referred to on p. 199), should be 
the “Bills of Exchange (C Cheques) Act, 1906.” With 
respect to the citation of statutes mers, 3 it would be a great 
improvement if the short title were always given, instead of, or in 
addition to, the aoe year and chapter. In the Table of Statutes, 
particularly, the addition of short titles is almost essential to the use 
of the table with any comfort. : 


Books of the Week. 


Company Law: A Practical Handbook for Lawyers and Business 
Men ; with an Appendix containing the Companies (Consolidation) 
Act, 1908, and other Acts and Rules. By Sir Francis BEAuFrort 
PatMER, Bencher of the Inner Temple. Seventh Edition. Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). 

The Indian Contract Act, with a Commentary, Critical and Ex- 
ae By Sir Freperick Potxock, Bart., Barrister-at-Law, 

.C.L., Hon. LL.D., assisted by DinsHan Farpuns1 Mona, M.A., 
LL.B., Advocate High Court, Bombay. Second Edition. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 

An Elementary Digest of the Law of Fogerty in Land. By the 
late SrePHEN Martin LEAKE, Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. 
By A. E. Ranpatt, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Local Government Law and Legislation for 1908 : containing the 
Statutes of the Session, Annotated and Explained ; Digest of all 
Cases Decided in the Courts during the year ended 30th September, 
1908 ; and the Circulars, Orders, and other Official Information 
relating to the Jurisdiction of Local Authorities Issued During the 
Same Period Arranged and Edited by W. H. Dumspay, Barrister-at- 
Law. Hadden, Best, & Co. 


Death Duties ; Particularly the Finance a 1894, 1896, 1900, and 
1907, with Notes, Rules, Cases, and Table of Forms. 7 WILLIAM 
GRESWELL Dosson, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The Law of Allotments and Small Holdings under the Small 
Holdings and Allotments Act, 1908,and Applied Enactments. By 
W. H. Dumspay, Barrister-at-Law. Hadden, Best, & Co. 


The English Reports. Vol. XCIV. : King’s Bench Division XXIIL., 
containing Barnardiston K. B. 1 and 2; FitzGibbon; Barnes; 
Cunningham. William Green & Sons, Edinburgh ; Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

Paterson’s Practical Statutes: The Practical Statutes of .the 
Session 1908 (8 Edward 7). With Introductions, Notes, Tables of 
Statutes Repealed and Subjects Altered, Lists of Local and Personal 
and Private Acts, and a Copious Index. Edited by James SuTHER- 
LAND Corton, Barrister-at-Law. Harace Cox. 

Statutes of Practical Utility Passed in 1908. Arranged in Alpha- 
betical Order in Continuation of “Chitty’s Statutes.” With Notes, 
Incorporated Enactments, and Selected Statutory Rules. By W. H. 
Aces, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Studies in Mercantile Law. No.1: Bookkeeping for Bar Students 
and Others Desirous of Knowing How to Read a Balance-sheet. By 
B. G. JENKins, Barrister-at-Law. R. Morgan. 





Correspondence. 


Motions Requiring Only the Signature of Counsel. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.], 


Sir,—Referring to your note under this heading on p. 481, my 
recollection is that the fee for counsel’s signature to motion papers 
for what were called, I believe, side-bar rules, was half a guinea. I 
distinctly remember paying this fee from time to time to junior 
counsel and receiving a very contented nod of appreciation from the 
learned gentleman who had just subscribed his name with an absolute 
minimum of responsibility. ADMITTED 1871. 


The Land Registry. 
[To the Editur of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—We recently acted for the purchaser of some leasehold pro- 
perty in the County of London, the title to which had not been 
registered under the Land Transfer Act, 1897. Our client purchased 
under a contract with ordinary conditions, and upon investigating 
the title it appeared that the leases had been granted by two free- 
holders jointly, as to certain houses to one of these freeholders and 
as to the remaining house to the other, as lessees respectively. 

It was, as a matter of fact, within our knowledge that very shortly 
after the leases were granted in 1890 the freehold ground-rents were 
sold. Before completion of our client’s purchase we inspected the 
receipts for the last payments of ground-rent and we noticed that the 
then present freeholders were a well-known benefit society and that 
the receipts were addressed to our client's vendors. — ; 

In due course the title was submitted for registration with a 
possessory title. Our succeeding correspondence with the Registrar 
may, we think, interest your readers, and we therefore send you a 








copy. 
tf this case is an illustration of what is in store for ownets of 
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land when the Land Registry takes over the conveyancing business 

of the country, purchasers may expect to have some interesting 

experiences. CorsELuis & BERNEY. 
3 and 4, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C., May 18. 


The following is the correspondence referred to : 

Land Registry, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C., 
February 24th, 1909. 
Title No. 

Gentlemen,—I am directed by the Registrar to point out to you that in 
this case the leases were granted by A. and B. to one of themselves, viz., 
in six cases to A., and in one case to B., and that, at least so far as one 
moiety is concerned, they are of doubtful validity and probably require a 
confirmatory deed. At the same time, while the Registrar thinks it right 
to point this out, as difficulties may arise therefrom in the future, he is 
prepared to complete the registration with a possessory title.—I am, 
gentlemen, your obedient servant, W. F. BURNETT. 

Messrs. Corsellis & Berney, 64, East-hill, Wandsworth, S.W. 


64, East-hill, Wandsworth, 8.W., 
26th February, 1909. 
Title No. 

Sir,—We are to-day in receipt of your letter of the 24th instant, but 
do not understand why it was written, bearing in mind that the 
Registrar is prepared to complete the registration with a possessory 
title, which is ail our client desires. 

With 7 respect to the Registrar, we entirely join issue with his 
view of the law as applying to the present documents, and say that the 
leases granted in 1890 are in no way of doubtful validity by reason of 
the circumstances to which you refer ; will not require any confirmatory 
deed, and cannot give rise to difficulties in future. The application for 

istration is made on its merits, and does not include any request by 
our client for a repetition of the investigation of title we have already 
made on his behalf. 

If, however, the Registrar would like us to quote the authorities on 
which we reply, we shall be pleased to do so as a matter of courtesy, in 
the hope that they may assist him in dealing with similar cases, and 
save him the trouble of corresponding with applicants and their repre- 
sentatives in regard to an old and well-established principle of con- 
veyancing law.— We are, Sir, yours obediently, 

CoRSELLIS & BERNEY. 

W. F. Burnett, Esq., Land. Registry, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 


Land Registry, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C., 
27th February, 1909. 
Title No. 


Gentlemen,—I am directed by the Registrar to acknowledge the 
receipt of your letter, and to say that it appears to have been written 
under a misapprehension as to the object of the Registrar's previous 
communication. The former letter was written as a matter of courtesy, 
as to his knowledge in similar cases great difficulties have in fact 
arisen which have on!y been cured by confirmatory deeds. 

The Registrar, however, would be much obliged if you would kindly 
refer him to the authorities mentioned in your letter.—I am, gentlemen, 
your obedient servant, W. F. Burnetr. 

Messrs. Corsellis & Berney, 64, East-hill, Wandsworth, S.W. 


64, East-hill, Wandsworth, S.W., 
18th March, 1909. 
Title No. 


Sir,--The principle to which we referred in our previous letter is the 
principle of estoppel, and in its application to the present title the 
authorities upon which we relied are as under, viz. :— 

Foa’s Landlord and Tenant, 4 ed., p. 473. 

Cockburn, C.J.’s, judgments in Weller v. Spiers (26 L.T. 866). 

1 v. Gancia (1904, 1 Ch. 774, per Vaughan Williams, L.J., at 
p- he 

Cole on Ejectment, p. 220. 

Darlington v. Pritchard (4 M. & Gr. 783). 

Green v. James (6 M. & W. 656). 

May we trouble the Registrar kindly, after he has considered the 
authorities in — to communicate to us his further views on the 
matter, and to favour us with the authorities upon which he bases the 
contention set forth in his letter to us of the 24th ultimo.—Yours 
obediently, CORSELLIS & BERNEY. 

W. ¥. Burnett, Esq., Land Registry, Lincoln’s inn-fields, W.C. 


Land Registry, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C., 
22nd April, 1909. 
Title No. 


Gentlemen,—I regret that your letter of the 18th March has not 
received an earlier reply. 

I have referred to the authorities to which you have been so good as to 
refer me, but I do not see that they alter the situation very mucb. There 
would be no question of the lessee denying the lessor’s title. The 
question would be whether the law recognizes the demise at all. 

I have always understood it to be a well-known principle of law thata 
man cannot make 4 grant in his own favour, but I am afraid I must ask 
you to excuse my citing my authority for it except one that occurs to me 
readil pec the exception created by the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 
50, which would not have been required had the rule been otherwise.— 
lam, gentlemen, your obedient servant, 

C. F. BRickDALE, Registrar. 


64, East-hill, Wandsworth, 8.W., 
24th April, 1909. 


Title No. 

Sir,—We have received your letter of the 22nd inat. and note that you 
have referred to the authorities quoted by us. The difficulty you raised 
was not with regard to the lessor’s title, but the /essee’s: and the 
authorities to which you have referred shew beyond all question that the 
suggestions made in your letter of the 24th February last were entirely 
unfounded. 

The question whether a man can or cannot make a grant in his own 
favour is no doubt an interesting one, but any such principle ceased to be 
relevant to our client's title about eighteen years ago, when the ground- 
rents were sold and the new freeholders became estopped. 

To apply such a principle of law to a state of facts in connection with 
old title deeds, and conclude therefrom, without reference to intermediate 
circumstances, that a title is bad or questionable, may for all we know 
be in accordance with the Land Transfer Acts and Rules by which you are 
guided ; but if that assumption is correct, we are glad that our branch of 
the profession is not at present compelled to adopt the same practice in 
the investigation of titles. 

As the matter appears to us to be possibly one of public interest, 
we are sending a copy of the correspondence to a legal paper for publica- 
tion.—Yours obediently, CoRSELLIS & BERNEY. 
C. F. Brickdale, Esq., Registrar, Land Registry. 

Land Registry, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C., 
; April 26th, 1909. 
Title No. 
 adamaaa have only two observations to make on your letter of the 
24th: 

1. It confirms my original impression that you are under misappre- 
hension as to the position adopted by me from the first, which 
was not in any way to decide the question against you, but merely 
to draw your attention to a point which experience has shewn 
me may possibly cause trouble in the future unless attended to. 

2. Iam rather surprised, having regard to the footing on which the 
correspondence was started, that you have thought proper to 
publish it withont my concurrence, and I request you either to 
withdraw the correspondence from publication, or to add this 
letter to it.—Your obedient servant, 

C. F. BrRIcKDALE, Registrar. 

Messrs. Corsellis & Berney, 64. East-hill, Wandsworth, S.W. 

64, East-hill, Wandsworth, 8. W., 
April 28th, 1909. 
Title No. 

Sir,—It seems to us that the correspondence speaks for itself, and, with 
great respect, we think it unnecessary for either party to consider the 
position or motive of the other. : 

As regards the question of publication, we regret to differ from your 
conclusion ; but of course we shall be pleased to include in the corre- 
spondence your letter of the 26th iust.—Yours obediently, 

CorseLuis & BERNEY. 

C. F. Brickdale, Esq., Registrar, Land Registry, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
Ww.C. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


SCHOFIELD (BY HIS NEXT FRIEND) v. ORRELL COLLIERY C0. 
(LIM.). 14th May. 


EMPLOYER AND WoRKMAN—COMPENSATION—DEPENDENT—POSTHUMOUS 
ILLeGrrimaTe CH1LD—WorKMEN’s CoMPENSATION Act, 1906 (6 Epw. 7, 
c. 58), s. 13, First ScHEDvLg, s. 1. 


Held, affirming the decision of the Court of Appeal, that a posthumous 
illegitimate child was a ‘‘ dependent’ wholly dependent upon a work- 
man’s earnings within the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. 


Appeal by the colliery company from a judgment of the Court of 
Peas Poe Blech 53 Ba nef JournaL, 117; 1909, 1 K. B. 
178). The question was whether a posthumous illegitimate child 
was a Fen or within the meaning of that term as used in the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. The facts were that a workman 
named Lawrence Colcough, a collier, went to lodge with a Mrs. Scho- 
field, with the result that he courted her daughter. In the latter part 
of 1907 the girl’s mother discovered that her daughter was enceinte, and 
Colcough promised to marry her before the child was born, and the 
banns of marriage were published. About six weeks before the child 
was born, Colcough was killed while working in the defendants 
colliery, and a claim was made against the colliery company on the 

round that the posthumous child was a ‘“‘ dependent.’’ It had been 80 

eld in the case of a legitimate posthumous child in the Court of App | 
in Williams v. Ocean Colliery Co. (1907, 2 K. B. 422), and that case hac 
been followed in the courts below. It was contended for the appellants 
that never at any time had the child in question relied for support upen 
the earnings of the deceased man, and although it was reasonable to 
assume that a posthumous child, born in wedlock, would have been sup- 
ported by its father, it could not be so assumed in the case of ° 
illegitimate child, because, unless and until a bastardy order was oD- 
tained by the mother against the putative father, the man was under no 











Messrs. Corsellis & Berney, 64, East-hill, Wandsworth, 8.W. 


liability to maintain the child. The Master of the Rolls, in giving judg: 
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ment in Williams v. Ocean Coal Co., said that the Workmen’s Compensa. 
tion Act, 1906, among many peculiarities, had this one which was 
apparently not to be found in = other Act of Parliament—namely, 
that for many purposes it put an illegitimate child in the same position 
as a legitimate child. It enlarged the definition of dependents in the 
Act of 1897, for it added these words to the definition : ‘‘ And where 
the workman, being the parent or grandparent of an illegitimate child, 
lezves such a child so dependant upon his earnings compensa- 
tion could be claimed.’’ While that, no doubt, was a proper construction 
to put upon the Act in the case of a posthumous legitimate child, the 
rinciple there laid down had no application to an illegitimate post- 
aaa child. Without hearing the respondent’s counsel, 

Lord Loresurn, C., moved that the appeal should be dismissed. He 
did not propose to add anything to the question of the position of an 
illegitimate posthumous child, as on that subject he agreed with all that 
had been said by the Master of the Rolls, who dealt with it fully in 
the judgment now appealed against. As far as the language of the 
statute was concerned, with regard to the question of dependency, the 
really practical matter to be considered in each case was whether 
assistance had been given or could reasonably have been expected from 
the victim of the accident by the applicant for compensation. In the 
present case there was evidence of reasonable anticipation that the child 
would have been maintained or assisted by his reputed father. 

Lords ASHBOURNE, JAMES, GORELL, and SHaw concurred. Appeal 
dismissed with costs.—CounseEL, C. A. Russell, K.C., and Rigby Swift, 
for the appellants; Langdon, K.C., and G. A. Scott, for respondent. 
Soticitrors, W. Pingree Hilen, for Peace & Darlington, Liverpooi ; 
Burn & Berridge, for James Wilson, Wigan. 

[Reported by Ersxine Rerp, Barriaster-at-Law.] 


ANSLOW v. CANNOCK CHASE COLLIERY CO. (LIM.). 17th May. 


EmPLoyeR AND WORKMAN—WORKMAN’S CoMPENSATION—IRREGULAR Em- 
PLOYMENT—Basis OF COMPUTATION—AVERAGE WEEKLY EARNINGS— 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906 (6 Epw. 7, c. 58), ScHEDULE 
1, ss. 1, 2. 

Held, dismissing an appeal by the workman, that in estimating the 
average weekly earnings under section 2 (a) of Schedule 1 of the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1906, the inténtion of the Legislature was to 
give an injured workman ree on the basis of what he would 
have earned in a normal week but for the accident, having regard to 
the nature of the man’s employment. If, therefore, the employment 
was one subject to recognized interruptions, the average weekly earnings 
must be calculated first by dividing the total sum earned by the number 
of weeks actually worked, disregarding days on which no work was 
done, and then further dividing the result by the fraction of the whole 
year of fifty-two weeks, which represented the normal period of employ- 
ment. 


Appeal by the workman from an order of the Court of Appeal (re- 
peited 53 Soticrrors’ JouRNAL, 133; 1909, 1 K. B. 352. The applicant, 
Thomas Anslow, was a collier, and was injured inthe course of his em- 
plcyment with the defendant company. For the twelve months preceding 
the date of his accident his total earnings amounted to £68. During the 
twelve months there were fourteen weeks of stoppage when the applicant 
could get no work ; two weeks of Bank holidays and wakes, when he did 
n) work; two weeks when he was away owing to illness; and one week 
when he took a holiday, so that, in fact, he only worked thirty-three 
weeks out of the fifty-two. The fourteen weeks of stoppage and two 
weks of Bank Holidays and wakes were normal and recognized incidents 
of the applicant’s work, and in calculating the man’s average weekly 
earnings during the twelve months before the accident the county court 
judge first divided the total ag go eget thirty-three, and then 
took thirty-six fifty-second parts of the resule in order to arrive at 
the true average of each week in the working year. The Court of 
Appeal held that this was the right way to calculate the average weekly 
earnings of the man, and it was against this decision that the appeal 
was brought, it being contended that the dividing factor should be 
thirty-three, and not fifty-two. Without hearing counsel for che 
respondents, 

Lord Loresurn, C., moved that the appeal should be dismissed. He 
agreed with the judgment of the Master of the Rolls, and with the 
reasons he had given for coming to that decision. 

Lords ASHBOURNE, GORELL, and SHaw concurred. Appeal dismissed 
with costs.—CounseL, Hugo Young, K.C., Rufus Jsaacs, K.C., and Mil- 
ward, for the appellant ; C. A. Russell, K.C., and EZ. W. Cave, for the 
respondent company. Soxicrrors, James Mitchell, for R. A. Willcock 
& Taylor, Wolverhampton ; Beale & Co. 

[Reported by Ersxrne Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Privy Council. 


THE OWNERS AND PARTIES INTERESTED IN THE STEAMSHIP 
“MAORI KING” ». BRITANNIC MAJESTY'S CONSUL-GENERAL 
AT SHANGHAI. 4th Feb. ; 1lth May. 

Mercnant Suiprrinc Acts, 1894, ss. 69 anp 76; anp 1906, s. 51— 
Foreren Sure Satuinc Unper Enouisn Firac—Decree or Forreiture 
—JuRIspicTion or Court Not WitrHin THE DomINIONS or THE CROWN 
—LiMItTaTIon oF JURISDICTION. 

A ship, the property of the appellants, a Russian syndicate, was 
claim by the British Consular officer at Shanghai on the ground that 





she was improperly flying the British flag. The Supreme Court for 
China and Korea at Shanghai declared the vessel forfeited on this 
ground. The appellants contended that the jurisdiction to entertain and 
deal with petitions before the Supreme Court, 1% possessed that juris- 
diction, depended upon section 76 (1) of the Merchant Shipping Act, 
1894, which section did not confer authority upon any court excepting 
those within the dominions of the Crown, and that the Court of 
Shanghai not being within British territory, there was no jurisdiction 
to decree confiscation of the ship. 

Held, that the contention of the appellants must prevail, and that the 
decree ought to be set aside as having been made without jurisdiction. 


This was an appeal by the defendants from a decree of the Supreme 
Court of Shanghai, which pronounced that the vessel was subject to 
forfeiture under the Merchant Shipping Acts, 1894 and 1906. The 
vessel had been purchased by a Russian firm, by whom all the shares 
in the vessel had been nominally transferred to one Dow, a British 
subject, who duly registered the vessel as a British-owned vessel, and 
she sailed from Vladivostok to Guaymas (in Mexico), flying the British 
flag, with 921 Chinese coolies and 217 Russians on board. The judge 
found that “‘the British flag was used to cover the transportation of 
kidnapped coclies without sanitary or other precautions, in circumstances 
of great hardship, if tot illegality,’’ and he ordered the forfeiture of 
the ship. The defendants appealed. The Merchant Shipping Act, 
1894, section 69 (1), provides “ frat if a person uses the British flag and 
assumes the British national character on board a ship owned in whole 
or in part by any persons not qualified to own a British ship, for the 
purpose of making the ship appear to be a British ship, the ship shall 
be subject to forfeiture under this Act, unless the assumption has been 
made tor the purpose of escaping capture by an enemy or by a foreign 
ship of war in the exercise of some belligerent right’’; and section 76 
(1) provides ‘‘ that where any ship has either wholly or as to any share 
therein become subject to forfeiture under this part of this Act . . . 
any British Consular officer may seize and detain the ship, and bring her 
for adjudication before the High Court in England or Ireland, or before 
the Court of Session in Scotland, and elsewhere before any Colonial 
Court of Admiralty or Vice-Admiralty Court in Her Majesty’s 
dominions, and the court may thereupon adjudge the ship, with her 
tackle, apparel, and furniture, tc be forfeited to Her Majesty.” 

Sir Arruur WILson read the judgment of the Board, which said that 
the Supreme Court at Shanghai had declared the steamship Maori King 
to be forfeited for improperly carrying British colours. The principal 
ground of the appeal was that of jurisdiction; and, as the decision on 
that point would dispose of the appeal, their lordships deemed it un- 
necessary to consider the other points argued. The Maori King was 
purchased in March, 1906, in the name of one Dow, and registered at 
Shanghai in Dow’s name, but he executed a declaration of trust in 
favour of a Russian firm, Ginsburg & Co., who were the real owners. 
On the 24th of January, 1908, the respondent, His Majesty’s Consul- 
General at Shanghai, filed two petitions founded on two writs, which 
he had caused to be issued against the appellants. Of these petitions 
the second was the more material. It was based on sub-sections 
and 76 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894. It stated that the 
plaintiff as Consular officer had seized and detained the ship as liable 
to forfeiture under section 64 for having used the British flag without 
authority to do so. And the petition asked (amongst other things) for 
a declaration and judgment that the ship had become forfeited to His 
Majesty. The decree of forfeiture having been pronounced, the 
defendants appealed. The question of jurisdiction to entertain and deal 
with the petitions before the Supreme Court, if it possessed that juris- 
diction, depended upon section 76 of the Act of 1894. It was contended 
by the appellants that that section conferred authority upon no cour€® 
excepting those within the dominions of the Crown, whereas the Court 
of Shanghai was not within British territory. That contention on the 
part of the appellants, in their lordships’ opinion, must prevail, for 
the language of the section was explicit, and there appeared to be no 
other statutory authority extending the jurisdiction under this section 
to the Shanghai Court. Their lordships would therefore humbly advise 
His Majesty that the decree appealed against should be set aside, and 
the respondent’s petitions dismissed without costs. No order was made 
as to the costs of the appeal.—-Counsgt, Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., 
Scrutton, K.C., and H. Cowell, for the appellants; Sir W. S. Robson, 
A.G., and Rowlatt, for the Crown. Soticrrors, Parker, Garrett, 
Holman, & Howden; The Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 

[Reported by Erskine Rep, Barrister-at-Law.) 





Court of Appeal. 
Re HOWARTH. HOWARTH v. MAKINSON. No. 2. 12th May. 


Witt—Construction—GenerRaL Direction TO PAY ANNUITIES OUT OF 
Income—Girt over ‘‘Supsecr To AFORESAID ANNuITIES ’’—De- 
FICIENCY OF INcomME—CHARGE ON CorPUs. 


A general direction in a will to annuities out of income, followed 
by a disposition of the estate subject to the annuities, charges the 
annuities upon the corpus of the estate. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Joyce, J. (reported 1909, 1 Ch. 
485). The testator, William Howarth, by his will appointed his brother 
George Howarth trustee and executor, and devised and beaueathed 
his real estate and the residue of his personal estate unto and to the 
use of his said trustee upon trust for sale and conversion as therein 
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mentioned and to hold the proceeds ‘‘ upon trust to pay out of the income 
thereof or out of the income of my said real and leasehold estates until 
the same shall be sold the sums following, that is to say, one clear 
annuity or yearly sum of £500 unto Mary Alice Makinson, the same 
to be for her own sole and separate use and without any power for 
her to alien or anticipate the growing payments thereof, and to be 
paid to her free from legacy or other duty by four equal quarterly 
payments in each year”? on the usual quarter days. The will then 
gave one clear annuity of £260 to Elizabeth Dudgeon and one clear 
annuity of £156 to E. 8. S. Martin, to be payable by weekly payments, 
but otherwise in terms precisely similar to those of the gift of the 
annuity to M. A. Makinson, ‘‘ and subject to the aforesaid annuities,”’ 
the testator directed his residuary estate to be held on trust for his 
brother George Howarth absolutely, and in the event of George 
Howarth’s death in the testator’s lifetime, then ‘‘ subject to the aforesaid 
annuities’’ upon trust for George Howarth’s issue living at the testa- 
tor’s death. The testator died on the 27th of September, 1887, and 
his will was proved by George Howarth on the 13th of March, 1888. 
George Howarth died in 1889, having by his will appointed the plaintiffs 
Edna Howarth, George Shorland Ball and John Brooks executors and 
trustees thereof, all of whom proved the will and had ever since acted 
as trustees of the will of William Howarth. Since June, 1906, the in- 
come of the testator’s estate had proved insufficient to keep up the three 
annuities, which had fallen into arrear to the extent of £147 13s. 1d. 
The plaintiffs accordingly took out a summons for the determination 
of the question whether the several annuities were a charge upon the 
corpus or only upon the income for the time being of the testator’s 
estate, and whether the said annuitants were entitled to have the 
arrears of their respective annuities and the deficiency between the 
income of the testator’s estate and the amount of the annuities raised 
out of his estate. Joyce, J., held that the annuities were not charged 
upon the corpus of the testator’s estate, but were a continuing charge 
upon the income until they were paid in full. The annuitants appealed 
to have it declared that the annuities were a charge upon the corpus 
of the estate. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Bucxtey and KeEnnepy, 
L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—It appears to me that this appeal must be 
allowed, because I think that on the language of this will this annuity 
is not merely a continuing charge upon the rents and profits of the 
testator’s estate, but is a charge upon the corpus. So far as a principle 
can be extracted from the cases of this kind, which are very numerous, 
it appears to be this, that ifthere is a trust to pay an annuity out of 
income and nothing either in the terms or upon the construction of 
the gift to determine the time during which the income available for 
the payment of the annuity is limited, it may be a continuing charge, 
but a mere gift to pay out of income is not necessarily a trust to pay 
out of income accrued during the life of the annuitant. If, however, 
you find a trust to pay out of income, which is not subject to any limit 
as I have suggested, followed by a disposition of the estate subject to 
the annuity, that charges the annuity upon the corpus of the estate just as 
much as a gift of real estate subject to debts charges the debts upon 
the real estate. The case is really, in my opinion, covered by authority. 
The case of Wx parte Wilkinson (3 De G. & 8S. 633) is really identical. 
Phillips v. Gutteridge (8 De G. J. & S. 332) lays down rules from 
which I am not disposed to depart, and there is nothing in the case of 
Re Boden (1907, 1 Ch. 132) which is inconsistent with our present 
decision. I think, therefore, that the order appealed from ought to 
be varied in this way. 


Bucktey and KENNEDY, L.JJ., also delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—Counset, for the appellants, Younger, K.C., and Radford ; for 
the respondent, Hughes, K.C., and Clarkson. Soticrrors, William 


Haton, for F. Lawson Lewis, Eastbourne; William Eaton, Manchester. 
[Reported by J. I. Srrrtino, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. MIDLAND RAILWAY CO. No. 2. 
12th May. 


Hicuway—Bripce—Brince carryinc Roap over Ramway—Marn- 
ae aan Mipitanp Rawway Acr (6 & 7 WiLL. 4, c. cv), 
8. 73. 


A railway company under the authority of an Act, passed prior to 
the Railway Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, carried a turnpike road 
over their line of railway by means of a bridge and approaches thereto. 
The Act provided that “‘ where any bridge shall be erected for carrying 
any turnpike road over the said railway, the road over such 
bridge shall be formed, and at all times be continued, of such width as 
to leave a clear and open space between the fences of such road of not 
less than 25 feet, for the purposes of a turnpike road. pisces 

Held that, on the true construction of the section, the railway com- 
pany were liable to maintain the bridge and the road over it and the 
approaches thereto. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Parker, J. The case arose on 
an action and information by the Attorney-General (on the relation of 
the Derbyshire County Council) and the county council, which raised 
the question whether the railway company was liable to repair a bridge 
over its railway in the parish of Breadsall, in the county of Derby, 
together with the roadway over the bridge, the ascents and approaches 
to the bridge, and the boundary fences on both sides of the bridge, and 
of the ascents and approaches thereof. The railway and bridge were 
constructed by the North Midland Railway Co. under an Act of 6 & 
7 Will. 4, c. cvii. The bridge, with its approaches, was constructed to 








carry over the railway the Derby and Alfreton turnpike road. By the 
Act 7 Vict, c. xviii., the North Midland Railway Co. was, with other 
railway companies, amalgamated into the Midland Railway Co., which, 
it was alleged, had succeeded to the liabilities of the North Midland 
Railway Co., including that of maintaining and keeping in good repair 
and condition the bridge, approaches, and fences referred to. The 
railway company denied its liability to repair the bridge or approaches. 
At the trial, Parker, J., came to the conclusion that the defendants 
were, by reason of the provisions of the Act 6 & 7 Will. 4, c. cvii., and 
particularly of sections 70 and 73, under a statutory liability to maintain 
the bridge, including its approaches and fences, and he made a declara- 
tion to this effect, and gave the plaintiffs the costs of the action. The 
defendants appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Buckiey and Kennepy, 
L.JJ) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that, in his opinion, the judgment of 
Parker, J., was quite correct. The question really turned on the con- 
struction of a few sections of a Railway Act which was passed in 1836. 
The company had power under the Act to make a railway going along 
a given line, which involved crossing the turnpike road affected in the 
present case. Parliament thought that, although the company had 
power to acquire the soil from the turnpike trustees, there must be 
some provision made for the advantage of the public other than a mere 
level crossing. Section 70 of the Act accordingly provided that where 
the railway should cross any public carriage or bridle way, either such 
public carriage or bridle way should be carried over the railway, or 
the railway should be carried over such Sage carriage or bridle way, 
at the expense of the railway company, means of a bridge of such 
construction as thereinafter provided. ow, who was to make the 
bridge? It seemed beyond doubt that the company were to make the 
bridge. The company were to make it whether the railway was carried 
over the high road, or whether the road was carried over the railway. 
Section 72 dealt with the case where the railway was carried over the 
road, and then came what was to happen in the other case contemplated 
by section 70—namely, where the railway went over the level and a 
bridge had to be erected to carry the old turnpike road over the railway. 
Section 73 provided that, ‘‘ when any bridge shall be erected for carry- 
ing any turnpike road, public highway, or occupation road over the 
railway, the road over such bridge shall be formed and shall at all 
times be continued of such width as to leave a clear and open space 
between the fences of the said road of not less than 25 feet for the 
purposes of a turnpike road, and for the purposes of any public highway 
or occupation road of not less than 15 feet. . . Now, the bridge 
was to be made by the railway company, and the road over that bridge 
was to be formed. That was a statutory obligation upon some one to 
form it, and to form it not merely of a reasonable width or of its 
original width, but, in the case of a turnpike road, of a width of 
25 feet. It could not be contended that the obligation to form this road 
was not imposed upon the company itself. To say that this obligation 
was imposed upon the turnpike trustees was unreasonable and contrary 
to the plain meaning of the Act. His lordship came, therefore, to the 
conclusion that the road was a road which was to be formed by the 
company. That meant more than leaving a space between two fences; 
it meant forming it as a road suitably metalled and prepared as a road. 
But the road was not only to be formed, it was to be at all times 
continued. By whom was it to be continued? It seemed reasonably 
clear that the section contemplated that the company, which crossed 
the turnpike road and took the soil, should erect a bridge and make a 
road 25 feet wide, and for ever thereafter continue the road as a road, 
and his lordship read ‘‘ continue ”’ as, if not absolutely identical with, 
at any rate substantially implying ‘‘ maintain.’’ That was practically 
the view taken by Parker, J. He (the Master of the Rolls) did not 
know whether he had added anything to the learned judge’s judgment, 
but he thought that his judgment was quite right, and that the appeal 
must be dismissed.—CounseL, for the appellants, Upjohn, K.C., Alex- 
ander Glen, K.C., and Sargant ; for the respondents, Macmorran, K.C., 
Mark Romer, K.C., and Gatey. Soxicrrors, Beale & Co.; Kingsford, 
Dorman & Co., for N. J. Hughes Hallett, Derby. 

[Reported by J. I. Srrmuine, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re KAYE AND HOYLE'’S CONTRACT. Re THE VENDOR AND 
PURCHASER ACT, 1874. Warrington, J. 14th and 15th May. 


VENDOR AND PuRcHASER—WitL—TRuster’s Power or Sare, DETER- 
MINATION OF—PRopERTY ‘‘AT Home.” 


A power of sale of real estate given to trustegs is not extinguished 
until all the purposes for which it was originally created have ceased 
to exist, and those purposes may include the payment of annuities 
charged upon the real estate in aid of the personal estate. fe 

olley v. Jenkins (5 W. #. 281, Beav. 53, 28) L. 7’. 362) distin- 
guished. 

This was a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act for @ 
declaration that under the will, dated the 17th of May, 1863, of B. N. 
R. Batty, his surviving trustee had power to sell part of the real 
estate comprised in the will. The testator, after bequeathing con- 
siderable pecuniary legacies and annuities, devised his real estate to 
trustees in trist after other pargenes to raise and pay out of the rents 
and profits the said annuities and subject thereto for his son, Benjamin, 
for life, with remainders over; and he empowered his trustees to 
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the said real estate at any time or times at their discretion, and to 
apply the moneys to arise from such sale in like manner with his 
yesiduary personalty. The personalty was to be converted and debts 
and legacies paid out of the proceeds and the residue reinvested in 
the purchase of freehold land. The testator died in 1863, and his son, 
the life tenant, in 1875, and the youngest child of the life tenant 
attained twenty-one fifteen years ago; but some of the annuities were 
still on foot. The applicant, the surviving trustee, agreed to sell part 
of the real estate to the respondent, who raised an objection to the title 
on the ground that the applicant had now no power of sale. 


Warrineton, J., after stating the facts, quoted the rule of con- 
struction as expressed in Farwell on Powers (second edition), p. 32. 
The recent authorities, such as Peters v. Lewes and East Grinstead 
Railway Co. (16 Ch. D. 703, 18 Ch. D. 429) were in favour of a liberal 
interpretation of that rule, within the limits of the rule against per- 
petuities. It was fair to regard the testator as having contemplated 
what might happen, as well as what did in fact happen; and if the 
tenant for life had died in the testator’s lifetime, or soon after his 
death, it might easily have become necessary to exercise the power of 
sale. The annuities could not be distinguished from the life tenant’s 
income and dismissed as mere charges. There was no material dis- 
tinction, and the power of sale was given for all purposes. In Wolley 
vy. Jenkins the term to secure the jointure was not within the trust, 
but a mere charge given to other trustees; and similarly the sum of 
£2,000 which the widow was there authorized to charge on the 
settled property was outside the purposes of the trust. Order in terms 
of the summons. Covunset, for the applicant, J'errell, K.C., and Scott 
Thompson; for the respondent, Adams. Soticrrors, Williamson, Hill 
& Co., for Reed & Wayman; Jaques & Co., for Hall, Walker & Norton. 

[Reported by H, F. CHETTLE, Barrister-at-Law.] 


BEETS & CO. (LIM.) v. MacNAGHTEN. Eve, J. 14th May. 


Company—DrrectoRs—APPOINTMENT OF DrrectorRS—NorTIcE CoNVEN- 
inc Mgetinc—Nature or Business TO BE TRANSACTED—No MENTION 
or ADDITIONAL DIRECTORS. 


The articles of association of a company provided that the notice of a 
general meeting should specify the general nature of the special business 
to be transacted. Notice was given of a meeting for the purpose of 
appointing three directors. At the meeting a resolution was carried 
appointing two additional directors. 

Held, that the notice sufficiently indicated the business transacted, 
and therefore the additional directors were duly appointed. 


This was a motion on behalf of the company that. the defendants 
might be restrained until judgment in the action or further order from 
acting or purporting to act as directors of the company. It appeared 
that the company was incorporated in 1880. On the 5th of March, 1909, 
notice was sent to the shareholders of a meeting to be held on the 
19th of March, 1909, for the purpose of passing the following resolu- 
tion with such amendments and alterations as should be determined at 
such meeting—namely, that Oliver Williams, O. H. Campbell, and 
A. C. C. Campbell should be appointed directors until the next 
ordinary general meeting, and that their remuneration should be £200 
perannum. Mr. C. T. Gladstone, who as trustee held 2,780 shares out 
of 3,200, and who therefore had a preponderating influence in the com- 
pany, considered that the notice did not indicate that anything con- 
troversial was likely to arise, and therefore abstained from attending 
the meeting. At the meeting on the 19th of March, it was proposed and 
seconded that Messrs. Williams, Campbell, and Campbell should be 
appointed directors, but an amendment was carried unanimously that, 
in addition to the three directors above named, Mr. A. H. Macnaghten 
and Mr. L. D. Ryder be appointed directors at the same remuneration. 
The articles of association of the company provided that a notice of a 
meeting should specify the general nature of the special business for 
which the meeting was convened, or which was proposed to be trans- 
acted. The articles also provided that the number of the directors 
should not be more than seven or less than three. The minutes of the 
meeting were duly entered in the minute-book of the company. It was 
contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that the notice calling the meeting 
did not sufficiently indicate the nature of the business to be transacted, 
and therefore the appointment of the additional directors was invalid. 
The cases referred to were Tiessen v. Henderson (1899, 1 Ch. 861) and 
Arnot v. United African Lands (Limited) (1901, 1 Ch. 518). 


Eve, J. : The plaintiff company seeks to restrain the defendants from 
acting as directors under the following circumstances. The company 
had a board of directors consisting of three gentlemen, whose term of 
office expired in March, 1909. Notice of a general meeting was given 
to the shareholders at which it was proposed to re-elect the three gentle- 
men as directors, and under the articles of association of the company 
such notice was to specify the general nature of the special business to 
be transacted, and it was admitted that the appointment of additional 
directors was special business. The meeting took place on the 19th of 
March, 1909, and Mr. Gladstone, who, as trustee, had a great pre- 
Ep eesiing influence in the company, was advised by his solicitors that 

e need not attend, and he did not in fact attend the meeting. At the 
meeting the notice was treated as read, the resolution was put, and an 
amendment to appoint the two defendants as additional directors was 
unanimously carried. The plaintiffs thereupon brought this action and 
moved to restrain the defendants from acting as directors on the ground 
that no notice was given of the resolution to increase the number of 


directors. Two objections to the motion are taken by the defendants. 
First it is said that the minutes of the meeting were duly entered in 
the minute-book of the company and signed, and were binding on the 
company and its members, and therefore the proceedings were 

and the court was precluded from inquiring as to the validity of the 
notice. Now it is admitted that if there appeared on the face of the 
minute-book any irregularity, the court could look at the whole of the 
proceedings, but it is said that in the present case I cannot go behind 
the minute. Here the notice was taken as read, and I must therefore 
treat it as set out in the minute, and consequently I am entitled to look 
at it and see if the proceedings were regular. Now comes the question 
whether what took place at the meeting was sufficiently indicated in 
the notice convening the meeting. It seems to me clear that it was not 
necessary to specify the resolution to be proposed, but only the general 
nature of the special business, and I ought not to interpret the articles 
against the conveners of the meeting because they specified a proposed 
resolution and went beyond what was actually necessary. I must there- 
fore treat the notice as indicating the general nature of the special 
business. That being so, can I say that the amendment, which proposed 
to appoint two additional directors, is not such business as might 
properly be put forward at the meeting? The recipients of the notice 
must be taken to have known that the number of the directors might 
under the articles of association be increased to seven, and bearing that 
in mind, I think the amendment was sufficiently indicated in the notice 
convening the meeting. I cannot, therefore, accede to the present 
application, and I make no order on the motion, except that the costs 
be costs in the action.—Counsgt, P. O. Lawrence, K.C. and Clauson, 
for the company; Gore-Browne, K.C., and Kerly, for the directors. 
Scuicrrors, Bircham & Co.; Mayo, Elder & Co. 


[Reported by 8. E. Writt1ams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


a . 4 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
NEWSUM v. JAMES. Div. Court. 6th May. 
Practice—County Court—ExecuTion—PayMEent 10 BalLirF ‘BY 
CLarimant—‘‘ AMOUNT OF THE VALUE OF THE Goops CLAIMED ’’—Pay- 


MENT OF Lancer Sum—Dvuty or Barr TO WiTHDRAW FROM Pos- 
session—County Courts, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43), s. 156. 


A claimant who had put in a claim to goods seized by the high bailiff 
of a county court on a warrant of execution for £18 12s., on 7th of Sep- 
tember, 1908, deposited with the high bailiff the sum of £26 under Sec- 
tion 156 of the County Courts Act, 1888, as the amount of the value of 
the goods claimed. The high bailiff, who accepted this sum, and paid it 
into court, did not withdraw from the possession of the goods, but 
continued in possession of them until the 3rd of October, 1W8, when 
the execution creditor admitted the title of the claimant to the goods. 
On taxation the high bailiff claimed from the execution creditor 
possession fees from the Tth of September to the 3rd of October. 

Held that the high bailiff was not entitled to these possession fees. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the judge of the Kingston 
County Court. By section 156 of the County Courts Act, 1888: 
** Where any claim shall be made to, or in respect of, any goods taken in 
execution under the process of the court, the claimant may deposit with 
the bailiff either the amount of the value of the goods claimed spc 
to be by such bailiff paid into court to abide the decision of the judge 
upon such claim, or the sum which the bailiff shall be allowed to 
as costs for keeping possession of such goods until such decision jt 
obtained . . and in default of the claimant so doing the bailiff 
shall sell such goods as if no such claim had been made, and shall pay 
into court the proceeds of such sale to abide the decision of the judge.” 
The facts and the question of law raised in the case appear from the 
judgment of 

DariinG, J., which was as follows :—In this case a warrant of execa- 
tion was handed to the high bailiff of the Kingston County Court to levy 
th2 sum of £18 12s. upon a judgment obtained by the plaintiff against 
the defendant by seizure and sale of the defendant's goods. The high 
bailiff accordingly seized certain goods at the defendant’s house. Buta 
claimant put in a claim for these goods, and upon the 7th of September, 
1908, having received notice from the high bailiff that the would 
be sold unless she either deposited with him the amount of the value of 
the goods, or gave security for their value as required by section 156 of 
the County Courts Act, 1888, she deposited with him the sum of £26. 
If the claimant elected to make a deposit, thé section only authorized her 
to deposit with the high bailiff the amount of the value of the goods 
claimed, and the high bailiff was only justified under that section in tak- 
ing the amount of the value of the goods. The high bailiff took the £26, 
which he had no right to take, except upon the assumption that it repre- 
sented the value of the goods, and he paid it into court. It then became 
his duty to withdraw from possession of the goods inasmuch as the 
representing the value of the goods was in court; but, notwithstandiag 
that, he remained in possession until the 3rd of October, 1908, when he 
received notice that the execution creditors admitted the title of the 
claimant to the goods. The high bailiff claimed possession fees from 
the 7th of September to the 3rd of October, and upon the costs comi 
before the registrar for taxation, the execution creditors objected 


they ought not to be called upon to pay possession fees for period 
after the 7th of September. seghatves overruled this objgothon, and 
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allowed the possession fees up to the 3rd of October, and the county 
court judge, upon an application for a review of taxation upon this point, 
upheld the decision of the registrar. The execution creditors now 
— to this court, and we have to decide whether the high bailiff is 
entitled to possession fees after the 7th of September. In my opinion, 
under the provisions of section 156 of the County Courts Act, 1888, and 
upon the authority of Miller v. Solomon (1906, 2 K. B. 91), the high 
bailiff had. no right to remain in possession of the goods after he took 
the £26, upon the assumption that it was the amount of the value of 
the goods. He cannot now be heard to say that that sum does not 
represent the value cf the goods. That being so, he had no right to 
possession fees after that date, and the decision of the county court 
te e must be reversed, and an order must be made referring the matter 
to the county court for a review of taxation upon this point. 

Jetr, J., I am of the same opinion. CounseL, Dwyer, for appellant ; 
Scarlett, for respondent. Soricrrors, Sherrard & Sons, for F. G. Tweed, 
Gainsborough ; 7. J. Abbot. 

[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re BAILEY. BAILEY v. BAILEY. Eve, J. 11th May. 
Soricrror—Costs—TaxaTion—Counset’s Fre ror Serrtrnc Novice 
or Apprat—TrusteEs’ Accounts—AccouNTANT’s CHARGES—R.S.C. 
LXV. 27 (15). 
A fee to counsel for settling a notice of appeal will be allowed on 
taxation, even though the notice is in common form. 


This was a summons to review taxation, the questions being (1) 
whether a fee to counsel for settling notice of appeal ought to be allowed, 
and (2) whether a fee of £105 to accountants for preparing trustees’ ac- 
ccunts was a proper fee. With regard to the fee for settling the notice of 
appeal, the taxing-master said : ‘‘ I have perused the notice, which is 
in ordinary form, and see no reason for allowing counsel’s fee for 
settling the notice.”” The accountant’s fee, which originally amounted 
to £207, was wholly disallowed by the taxing-master in the first instance, 
but the Court of Appeal referred the matter back to the taxing-master 
to allow a proper fee, and he then allowed a fee of £105 for work done in 
connection with the accounts of the estate. It was contended on behalf 
of the applicants that the taxing-master had proceeded on a wrong 
principle in deciding that anything that is in common form ought not 
to be settled by counsel. 

Eve, J.—Two questions are raised on this summons. The first is 
whether the taxing-master was right in disallowing a fee to counsel for 
settling the notice of appeal. I do not wish to lay down any general 
rule, at the same time, I think it very desirable that notices of appeal 
should be settled by counsel. It is important that the machinery of 
appeal should be put in proper order, and that the appellants’ case 
should be presented in the best possible light, and if I were a taxing- 
master I should feel bound to allow a fee for settling the notice. In 
this case it has been put to me that the matter is in the discretion of 
the taxing-master, but I think the taxing-master has relied too much 
on the form of the notice, which'is in common form, and in that way 
he has departed from the proper principle. I think he should have 
approached the matter from the standpoint that primd facie the notice 
was a proper thing to be settled by counsel. He has, therefore, exer- 
cised his discretion on a wrong principle, and I must vary the taxation 
by allowing the item. With regard to the second point, as to the accoun- 
tant’s fee, the trustees may not have felt competent to deal with the 
accounts ; but I am relieved of that point, because the Court of Appeal 
came to the conclusion that the employment of the accountant was 
reasonable, and referred the matter back to the taxing-master to allow a 
proper fee. It is quite obvious that the taxing-master did in terms 
follow the directions of the Court of Appeal, and in the face of that 1 
cannot say that the £105 was not a proper fee, and I uphold the view 
of the taxing-master.. As a question of principle is involved, I make the 
order without costs, and give leave to appeal as to the accountant’s fee. 
—CounseL, Ward Coldridge; T. T. Methold; Whitmore Richards. 
—-, Dyson & Co.; The Official Solicitor; Crowder, Vizard, &: 

0. 

[Reported by 8. E. Wittisms, Barricter-at-Law.] 


New Orders, &c. 


Rules of the Supreme Court. 


PROCEDURE ON APPLICATIONS FOR CONFIRMATION BY THE COURT OF THE 
Repvuction or tHe Carita, or Companies (Consoxipation) Acr, 1908. 








Preliminary. 

_ 1. Commencement of Order.) This Order shall take effect and come 
into operation on the Ist day of June, 1909, and shall apply to all pro- 
ceedings in the High Court of Justice with relation to the confirmation 
by the Court of the reduction of the capital of Companies whether com- 
before or after that date, but every such proceeding taken before 

had not been ee same validity as it would have had if this Order 
. Hevocation of former Orders.| The General Orders of the Court 
of Chancery of the 21st day of March, 1868, and the 2nd day of March, 
1860, and the forms thereby prescribed are hereby revoked and annulled 


! provided that such revocation and annulment shall not prejudice or 
affect anything done or suffered before the date on which this Order 
comes into operation under any Order or Rule which is hereby revoked 
and annulled. 

3. Interpretation.] In this Order— : 

‘“‘ The Act ’? means the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, and 
Sections 46 to 56 thereof are particularly referred to. 

“The Court ” includes any Judge of the High Court of Justice 
having for the time being jurisdiction to confirm the reduction of 
the capital of Companies. ‘ 

“« Judge ”” means any Judge of the High Court having for the 
time being jurisdiction to confirm the reduction of the capital of 
Companies and includes any Registrar, Master, or other Officer 
exercising the powers of any such Judge. 

‘‘The Petition ’’ means the petition presented by the Company 
for the confirmation by the Court of the reduction of the capital 
of the Company. 

‘‘ The Company ’’ means the Company which presents the petition 
for reduction of its capital. 

4. Application of Rules of Supreme Court.] The Rules of the 
Supreme Court for the time being in force and the general practice of 
that Court including the course of procedure and practice in Chambers 
shall apply as regards all proceedings in relation to the confirmation of 
any reduction of capital by the Court so far as may be practicable except 
if and so far as by the Act or the Order otherwise provided. In particular 
if and when the Court is for the time being a Judge of the Chancery 
Division the provisions of Order 5, Rule 9 (A), shall apply to all such 
proceedings as being business assigned within the meaning of that Rule. 

5. Title of petition.] The petition and all notices, affidavits and other 
proceedings under the petition shall be intituled in the matter of the 
Company, and in the matter of ‘‘ The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 
1908.”’ 

6. Summons for directions.}—(1) When the petition has been pre- 
sented, an application shall, in every case, be made, ex parte, by sum- 
mons in chambers, to the judge, for directions as to the proceedings to 
be taken preliminary to the hearing of the petition or otherwise with 
reference thereto. 

(2) Upon the hearing of the summons, or upon any adjourned hear- 
ing or hearings thereof or any subsequent application, the Judge may 
make such order or orders and give such directions as he may think fit 
as to all the proceedings to be taken on and with reference to the 
petition, and more particularly with respect to the following matters, 
that is to say— 

(a.) The publication of notice of the presentation of the petition ; 

(b.) In cases within section 49 (1) of the Act, the proceedings to be 

taken for settling the list of creditors entitled to object to the 
proposed reduction ; fising the date with reference to which the 
list of such creditors is to be made out, pursuant to that section ; 
and generally fixing a time for and giving directions as to all 
other necessary or proper steps in the matter of the petition 
whether expressly mentioned in any of the Rules of this Order 
or not. 

(3) In cases within section 49 (1) of the Act, the first insertion in a 
newspaper of the notice of presentation of the petition and fixing the 
date with reference to which the list of creditors is to be made out. 
shall be directed to be made at such time before the date so fixed as 
the Judge shall think fit, not being, unless for special reasons shown to 
the satisfaction of the Judge, less than one calendar month before the 
date so fixed, and in such cases the first order upon the summons for 
directions may be in the Form No. 1 in the Schedule hereto, with such 
variations as the circumstances of the case may require. 

7. Advertisement of petition.] Notice of the presentation of the 
petition shall be published at such times, and in such newspapers as 
the judge shall direct, and may be in the Form No. 2 in the Schedule 
hereto, with such variations as the circumstances of the case may require. 

8. Affidavit as to creditors.] In cases within Section 49 (1) of the 
Act the company shall, within such time as the judge shall direct, file 
in the Central Office of the High Court of Justice, or if the petition is 
pending before a Judge to whom the jurisdiction to wind-up companies 
is assigned in the office of the Registrar Companies (Winding-up) as 
the case may be, an affidavit made by some officer or officers of the com- 
pany competent to make the same, verifying a list containing so far as 
possible the names and addresses of the creditors of the company as 
defined by that Section at the date fixed as mentioned in Rule 6 (2) (4) 
of this Order, and the amounts due to them respectively, or in the case 
of any debt payable on a contingency or not ascertained or any claim 
admissible to proof in a winding-up of the Company the value, so far 
as can be justly estimated of such debt or claim, agd leave the said list 
and an office copy of such affidavit at the chambers of the judge. 

9. Form 4 afidavit.} The person making such affidavit shall state 
therein his belief that such list is correct, and that there was not at 
the date so fixed as aforesaid any debt or claim which, if that date 
were the commencement of the winding-up of the company, would be 
admissible in proof against the company, except the debts and claims 
set forth in such list, and shall state his means of knowledge of the 
matters deposed to in such affidavit. Such affidavit may be in the 
Form No. 3 in the schedule hereto, with such variations as the cir- 
cumstances of the case may require. 

10. Inspection of list of creditors.) Copies of such list containing the 
names and addresses of the creditors, and the total amount due to them 
(including the value of any debts or claims estimated as aforesaid), but 





omitting the amounts due to them respectively, or (as the judge shall 
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== 
think fit) complete copies of such list, shall be kept at the registered 
office of the company and at the offices of their solicitors and London 
Agents (if any) and any person desirous of inspecting the same may at 
any time during the ordinary hours of business inspect and take extracts 
from the same on payment of the sum of one shilling. 

11. Notice to creditors.| The company shall, within seven days after 
the filing of such affidavit, or such further or other time as the judge 
may allow, send to each creditor whose name is entered in the said 
list a notice stating the amount of the proposed reduction of capital, 
and the amount or estimated value of the debt or the contingent debt 
or claim or both for which such creditor is entered in the said list, 
and the time (such time to be fixed by the judge) within which, if he 
claims to be a creditor for a larger amount, he must send in his name 
and address, and the particulars of his debt or claim, and the name 
and address of his solicitor (if any) to the solicitor of the company ; 
and such notice shall be sent through the post in a prepaid letter ad- 
dressed to each creditor at his last known address or place of abode, 
and may be in the form or to the effect of the Form No. 4 set forth 
in the schedule hereto, with such variations as the circumstances of 
the case may require. 

12. Advertisement as to list of creditors.] Notice of the list of 
creditors shall, after the filing of the affidavit mentioned in Rule 8 of 
this Order be published at such times, and in such newspapers, as the 
judge shall direct. Every such notice shall state the amount of the 
proposed reduction of capital, and the places where the aforesaid list 
of creditors may be inspected, and the time within which creditors of 
the company who are not entered on the said list, and are desirous of 
being entered therein, must send in their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, and the names and addresses of 
their solicitors (if any) to the solicitor of the company ; and such notice 
may be in the Form No. 5 set forth in the schedule hereto, with such 
variations as the circumstances of the case may require. 

13. Affidavit as to result of Rules 11 and 12.] The company shall, 
within such time as the judge shall direct, file in the Central Office of 
the High Court of Justice, or in the office of the Registrar Companies 
(Winding-up), as the case may be, an affidavit made by the person to 
whom the particulars of debts or claims are, by such notices as are 
mentioned in Rules 11 and 12 of this Order, required to be sent in, 
stating the result of such notices respectively, and verifying a list con- 
taining the names and addresses of the persons (if any) who shall have 
sent in the particulars of their debts or claims in pursuance of such 
notices respectively, and the amounts of such debts or claims, and some 
competent officer or officers of the company shall join in such affidavit, 
and shall in such list distinguish which (if any) of such debts and 
claims are wholly, or as to any and what part thereof, admitted by the 
company, and which (if any) of such debts and claims are wholly, or as 
to any and what part thereof, disputed by the company. Such affidavit 
may be in the Form No. 6 in the schedule hereto,. with such variations 
as the circumstances of the case may require; and such list and an 
office copy of such affidavit shall, within such time as the judge shall 
direct, be left at the chambers of the judge. 

14. Proceedings where claim not admitted.| If any debt or claim, 
the particulars of which are so sent in, shall not be admitted by the 
company at its full amount, then and in every such case, unless the 
company are willing to appropriate in such manner as the judge shall 
direct, the full amount of such debt or claim, theecompany shall, if the 
judge think fit so to direct, send to the creditor a notice that he is required 
to come in and prove such debt or claim, or such part thereof as is 
not admitted by the company, by a day to be therein named, being 
not less than four clear days after such notice, and being the time 
appointed by the judge for adjudicating upon such debts and claims, 
and such notice shall be sent in the manner mentioned in Rule 11 of 
this Order, and may be in the form No. 7 in the schedule hereto, with 
such variations as the circumstances of the case may require. 

15. Costs of proof.] Such creditors as come in to prove their debts 
or claims in pursuance of any such notice as is mentioned in Rule 14 
of this Order shall be allowed their costs of proof against the com- 
pany, and be answerable for costs, in the same manner as in the case 
of persons coming in to prove debts under an administration judgment. 

16. Certificate as to creditors.) The result of the settlement of the list 
of creditors shall be stated in a certificate by the Master in the case 
of an application to the Chancery Division or by the Registrar in the 
case of an application to the Judge in Companies Winding-up, and such 
certificate shall state what debts or claims (if any) have been disallowed, 
and shall distinguish the debts or claims the full amount of which the 
company are willing to appropriate, and the debts or claims (if any) 
the amount of which has been fixed by inquiry and adjudication in 
manner provided by section 49 (3) of the Act, and this Order, and the 
debts or claims (if any) the full amount of which is not admitted by 
the company, nor such as the company are willing to appropriate and 
the amount of which has not been fixed by inquiry and adjudication as 
aforesaid ; and shall show which of the creditors have consented to the 
proposed reduction, and the total amount of the debts due to them, 
and the total amount of the debts or claims the payment of which has 
been secured in manner provided by Section 49 (3) of the Act and the 
persons to or by whom the same are due or claimed ; but it shall not be 
necessary to show in such certificate the several amounts of the debts 
or claims of any persons who have consented to the proposed reduction 
or the payment of whose debts or claims has been secured as aforesaid. 

17. Evidence of consent of creditor.] The consent of any creditor, 
whether in respect of a debt due or presently due or a debt payable on 
4 contingency or not ascertained or a claim admissible to proof in a 
winding-up of the company, may be evidenced in any manner which the 





judge shall think reasonably sufficient having regard both to the amount 
of his debt or claim and all the circumstances of the case. 

18. Certificate wae hearing of petition.] In any case within Section 
49 (1) of the Act, the petition anil ned be heard until the expiration of 
at least eight clear days from the filing of such certificate ‘as is men’ 
tioned in Rule 16 of this Order. 

19. Advertisement of hearing.] Before the hearing of the petition, 
notices stating the day on which the same is appointed to be heard shall 
be published at such times and in such newspapers as the judge shall 
direct. Such notices may be in the Form No. 8 in the schedule hereto, 
with such variations as the circumstances of the case may require. ; 

20. Who may appear.] Any creditor settled on the said list whose 
debt or claim has not, before the hearing of the petition, been di 
or determined, or been secured in manner provided by Section 49 (3) 
of the Act, and who has not before the hearing consented to the pro- 
posed reduction of capital, may, if he think fit, upon giving two clear 
duys notice to the solicitor of the company of his intention so to do, 
appear at the hearing of the petition and oppose the application. 

21. Costs of appearance.] Where a creditor who appears at the hear- 
ing under the last preceding Rule is a creditor the full amount of whose 
debt or claim is not admitted by the company, and the validity of such 
debt or claim has not been inquired into and adjudicated upon under 
Section 49 (3) of the Act, the costs of and occasioned by his appearance 
shall be dealt with as.to the Court shall seem just, but in all other cases 
a creditor appearing under the last preceding Rule shall be entitled to 
the costs of such appearances, unless the Court shall be of opinion 
that in the circumstances of the particular case his costs ought not to be 
allowed. 

22. Directions at the hearing.] When the petition comes on to be 
heard the Court may, if it shall so think fit, give such directions as may 
seem proper with reference to the securing in manner mentioned in 
Section 49 (3) of the Act the payment of the debts or claims of any 
creditors who do not consent to the proposed reduction ; and the further 
hearing of the petition may, if the Court shall think fit, be adjourned for 
the purpose of allowing any steps to be taken with reference to the 
securing in manner aforesaid the payment of such debts or claims. 

23. Order confirming reduction.| Where the Court makes an order 
confirming a reduction, such order shall give directions in what manner, 
and in what newspapers, and at what times, notice of the registration of 
the order and of such minute as mentioned in Section 51 of the Act is to 
be published ; and (unless it shall have dispensed altogether with the 
addition of the words ‘‘and Reduced ”’ or shall then dispense with 
any further use thereof) shall fix the date until which the words “‘ and 
Reduced ”’ are to be deemed part of the name of the company as men- 
tioned in Section 48 of the Act. 

Fees. 

24. Solicitors’ fees.] Solicitors shall be entitled to charge and be 
allowed for duties performed under the Act in relation to matters dealt 
with by this Order the same fees as they have heretofore been entitled 
to charge and be allowed for the like duties performed under the 
Companies Acts, 1862 to 1907, unless the Court or Judge shall otherwise 
specially direct. 

25. Court fees.) The same fees of Court shall be paid in relation to 
proceedings dealt with by this Order as have heretofore been paid in 
relation to like proceedings dealt with by the General Orders of the 
2ist day of March, 1868, and the 2nd day of March, 1869, and such 
fees shall be collected by stamps in the like manner as the same have 
heretofore been collected or in such other manner as may from time to 
time be directed by the Lords Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury 
in pursuance of the powers vested in them by the Public Officers’ Fees 
Act, 1879. 

The Schedule. 


No. 1. Form or Orper. [Rute 6 (3).] 


In THE Hicu Court or Justice, 
Cuancery Divison. 
Mr. JUSTICE 
In the Matter of the Company, Limited and Reduced ; and 
in the Matter of ‘‘ The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908.” 
Upon the application of the petitioners by summons dated _ 

, and upon hearing the solicitor for the petitioners, and 
on reading the petition presented to the High Court of Justice, it is 
Ordered, that an enquiry be-made what are the debts, claims, and 
liabilities of or affecting the said company on the day of : > 
19 , and that notice of the presentation of the said petition be inserted 
in [the newspapers] on the day of , and {other times 
of insertion], and that a list of the persons who are creditors of the 
company on the said ——* , and an office copy of 
the affidavit verifying the same left at the chambers of the judge 
for in the case of a petition to the Judge in Companies Winding-up with 
the Registrar] on or before the day of » 

No. 2. [See Rute 7.] 
In the Matter of the Company, Limited and Reduced ; and 
in the Matter of ‘‘ The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908."" _ 

Notice is hereby given that a petition for confirming a resolution 
reducing the capital of the above. company from £ to £ 
was on the day 0! presented to the High Court of 
Justice, and is now pending; and that the list of creditors of the 
company is to be made out as for the day of > wW.. 

D 


C. & D., of 
[Agents for A. & B., of j 
Solicitors to the Company. 
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No. 3. Arrmpavit Veriryinc List or CREDITORS. 
[Rute 9.] 
(Title of Court 


as in Form 1.) 
In the Matter of the Company, Limited and Reduced ; 
and in the Matter of ‘‘ The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908.” 

I, A. B., of , make oath, and say as follows :— 

1. The paper writing now produced and shown to be, and marked 
with the letter A, contains a list of the creditors of and persons having 
claims upon the said company on the day of > 
19 (the date fixed by the Order in this matter dated ), 
together with their respective addresses, and the nature and amount 
of their respective debts or claims, and such list is, to the best of 
my knowledge, information, and belief, a true and accurate list of 
such creditors and persons having claims on the day aforesaid. 

2. To the best of my knowledge and belief there was not, at the 
date aforesaid, any debt claim or liability which, if such date were 
the commencement of the winding-up of the said company would be 
admissible in proof against the said company other than and except 
the debts and claims set forth in the said list. I am enabled to make 
this statement from facts within my knowledge as the 
of the said company, and from information derived upon investigation 
of the affairs and the books, documents, and papers of the said company. 

Sworn, &c. 
List of Creditors referred to in the last Form. 


In the Matter of the Company, Limited and Reduced ; 
and in the Matter of ‘‘ The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908.”’ 
This list of creditors marked A was produced and shown to A. B., and 
is the same list of creditors as is referred to in his affidavit sworn 
before me this day of , . 
xX. ¥., &e. 





Namee, Addresses, and 
Descriptions of the 
Creators. 


Amount or estimated 


Nature of Debt or 
Claim. Value of Debt or Claim, 











No. 4. [See Rute 11.] 

In the Matter of the Company, Limited and Reduced ; 

and in the Matter of ‘‘ The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908.’ 
To Mr. > 
You are requested to take notice that a petition has been presented 
to the High Court of Justice, to confirm a special resolution of the 
above company, for reducing its capital to £ , and that in 
the list of persons admitted by the company to have been on the 
day of creditors of the company, your name is 
entered as a creditor [here state the amount of the debt or nature of 
the claim). 

If you claim to have been on the last-mentioned day a creditor to 
a larger amount than is stated above, you must on or before the 
day of send the particulars of your claim and 
the name and address of your solicitor (if any) to the undersigned at 

. In default of your so doing the above entry in the 
list of creditors will in all the proceedings under the above application 
to reduce the capital of the company be treated as correct. 
Dated this day of 19. 





A. B., 
Solicitor for the said Company. 
No. 5. [See Rute 12.]} 
In the Matter of the Company, Limited and Reduced ; 
and in the Matter of ‘‘ The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908.” 
Notice is hereby given that a petition has been presented to the High 
Court of Justice for confirming a resolution of the above company for 


reducing its capital from £ to £ A list 
of the persons admitted to have been creditors of the company on the 
day of ,» 19  , may be inspected at the 


offices of the company at , or at the office of 
at any time during usual business hours, on payment of the charge of 
one shilling. 

Any person who claims to have been on the last mentioned day and 
still to be a creditor of the company, and who is not entered on the 
said list and claims to be so entered, must on or before the 
dayof send in his name and address, and the particulars 
of his claim, and the name and address of his solicitor (if any) to 
the undersigned at , or in default thereof he will be 
precluded from objecting to the proposed reduction of capital. 

Dated this day of er 


Solicitor for the said Company. 
f No. 6. [Rutz 13.] 
(Title of Court 
as in Form 1.) 
In the Matter of the Company, Limited and Reduced ; 





and in the Matter of ‘“‘ The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908.” 


We, C. D., &c. [the secretary of the said company], Z. F., of, &, 
[the solicitor of the said company], and A. B., of, &c. [the managing 
director of the said company], severally make oath and say as follows :— 

I, the said C. D., for myself, say as follows : 

1. I did, on the day of > 19 , in the manner 
hereinafter mentioned, serve a true copy of the notice now produced and 
shown to me, and marked B., upon each of the respective persons whose 
names, addresses, and descriptions appear in the first column of the 
list of creditors, marked A., referred to in the affidavit of 
filed on the day of ae 36 

2. I served the said respective copies of the said notice by putting 
such copies respectively duly addressed to such persons respectively, 
according to their respective names and addresses appearing in the 
said list (being the last known addresses or places of abode of such 
persons respectively), and with the proper postage stamps affixed thereto 
as prepaid letters, into the post office receiving house, No. > in 
Street, in the County of » between the hours of and 

of the clock, in the noon of the said day of ; 

And I, the said Z. F., for myself, say as follows : 

3. A true copy of the notice now produced and shown to me, and 
marked C., has appeared in the of the day of 

3 , the of the day of ; 
19 , &e. 

4. I have, in the paper writing now produced and shown to me, and 
marked D., set forth a list of all claims, the particulars of which have 
been sent in to me pursuant to the said notice B., now produced and 
shown to me by persons claiming to be creditors of the said company 
for larger amounts than are stated in the list of creditors, marked A., 
referred to in the affidavit of » filed on the day of 

Z 2 

5. I have, in the paper writing now produced and shown to me, 
marked E., set forth a list of all claims, the particulars of which have 
been sent in to me pursuant to the notice referred to in the third para- 
graph of this affidavit by persons claiming to be creditors of the said 
company on the ay of 7 » hot appearing on 
the said list of creditors, marked A., and who claimed to be entered 
thereon. 

And we, C. D. and A. B., for ourselves, say as follows :— 

6. We have, in the first part of the said paper writing, marked D. 
(now produced and shown to us), and also in the first part of the said 
paper writing, marked E. (also produced and shown to us), respectively 
set forth such of the said debts and claims as are admitted by the said 
company to be due wholly or in part, and how much is admitted to be 
due in respect of such of the same debts and claims respectively as are 
not wholly admitted. 

7. We have, in the second part of each of the said paper writings, 
marked D. and E., set forth such of the said debts and claims as are 
wholly disputed by the said company. 

8. In the said exhibits D. and E. are distinguished such of the debts 
the full amounts whereof are proposed to be appropriated in such 
manner as the Judge shall direct. 

Sworn, &c. 

Exhibit D., referred to in the last-mentioned Affidavit. 
D. 
In the Matter, &c. 
List of debts and claims of which the particulars have been sent in to 


by persons claiming to be creditors of the said company for 
larger amounts than are stated in list of creditors made out by the com- 
pany. 
This paper writing, marked D., was produce and shown to C.D., 
E.F., and A.B. respectively, and is the same as is referred to in 
their affidavit sworn before me this day of 19 . 
X.Y., &€. 


First Part. 
Debts and Claims wholly or partly admitted by the Company. 
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Debts and Claims wholly disputed by the Company. 
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Exhibit E., referred to in the last Affidavit. 
E. 
In the Matter, &c. 

List of debts and claims of which the particulars have been sent in to 
Mr. by persons claiming to be creditors of the company, and to 
be entered on the list of creditors made out by the company. 

This paper writing marked E. was produced and shown to C.D., 

E.F., and A.B. respectively, and is the same as is referred to in 

their affidavit sworn before me this day of . 
X.Y., &e. 


First Part. 
[Same as in Exhibit D.] 
Seconp Part. 
[Same as in Exhibit D.] 
Nore.—The names are to be inserted alphabetically. 


No. 7. [See Rutz 14.] 
In the Matter of the Company, Limited and Reduced ; and 
in the Matter of ‘‘ The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908.”’ 
To Mr. 

You are hereby required to come in and prove the debt claimed by 
you against the above company, by filing your affidavit and giving notice 
thereof to Mr. , the solicitor of the company, on or before 
the day of next ; and you are to attend by your solicitor 
at the chambers of Mr. Justice » Room No. » Royal 
Courts of Justice, Strand, in the County of London (or at the chambers 
of the Registrar at ), on the day of . 
at o’clock in the noon, being the time appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating upon the claim, and produce any securities or docu- 
ments relating to your claim. 

In default of your complying with the above directions, you will [be 
precluded from objecting to the proposed reduction of the capital of the 
company], or [in all proceedings relative to the proposed reduction of 
the capital of the company be treated as a creditor for such amount only 
as is set against your name in the list of creditors]. 

Dated this day of PS ae 

A.B., 
Solicitor for the said company. 


No 8. [See Rute 19.] 


In the Matter of the Company, Limited and Reduced ; 
and in the Matter of ‘‘ The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908.”’ 
Notice is hereby given, that a petition presented to the High Court 


of Justice on the ay o , for confirming a resolution 
reducing the capital of the above company from £ to £ j 
7 directed to = heard before Mr. Justice on the day 
0 . 
C. & D., of 
[Agents for H. & P., of 1 


Solicitors for the company. 
The 3rd of May, 1909. 

(Signed) 
Loresurn, C. 
Herstert H. Cozens-Harpy, M.R. 
R. L. VaucHan Wittiams, L.J. 
R. J. Parker, J 
CHRISTOPHER JAMES. 
James 8. Brae, Pres. Law. Soc. 





Bankruptcy Acts, 1883 and 1890. 


Draft General Rule made pursuant to Section 127 of the Bankruptcy 
ct, 1883. 


Bankruptcy Notice on County Court Judgment. 


1. Where a judgment, on which a creditor desires that a Bankruptcy 
Notice may be issued, has been obtained in a County Court, the 
creditor shall with his request for issue of a Bankruptcy Notice produce 
to the Registrar a certificate of the judgment instead of an office copy. 


Citation and Commencement. 


This Rule shall be construed as one with the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886 
and 1890, and shall come into operation on the making thereof, and 
“= be cited with the said Rules as Rule 137a. 

opies of the above draft Rule may be obtained on application at 
the Lord Chancellor’s Office, House of Lords. 

May 12, 1909. 








In the House of Commons on Tuesday Sir J. Kennaway asked the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer whether it was proposed that donations or 
subscriptions paid to a charity or religious society within five yeurs 
before the death of the donor should be liable to estate duty and t» 
legacy duty ; would these duties, respectively, be charged upon the 
recipient of the gift or on the donor’s estate; and what was the 
minimum sum on which the said duties would be charged.—The Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer said, I do not propose to alter the existing 
practice in regard to such donations or subscriptions. If the right hon. 
gentleman wishes for information as to the details of the present prac- 


_ tice I shall be glad to furnish him with a memorandum on the subject. 








Societies. 


Society of Chairmen of Quarter Sessions. 


A meeting of this society was held on Tuesday at the Guildhall, 
Broad oo rons Westminster, when Viscount Cross, G.C.B., G.C.8.L., 
was unanimously re-elected president and Sir Richard Harington was 
elected vice-president. 

The society considered the following Bills and discussed other matters 
affecting quarter sessions :—Clerks of the Peace and County Councils 
Bill, — of the Peace Bill, Oaths Bill, and Criminal Law Amend- 
ment Bill. 





County Councils Association. 


The annual meeting of the County Councils Association was held ‘n . 
the Middlesex Guildhall on Tuesday, representatives attending from all — 


parts of the country. 

Mr. C. G. Mitnes Gasket (chairman of the West Riding County 
Council) moved the election of Lord Belper as chairman for the forth- 
coming year, which was carried. 

Mr. Tonman Mostey opened a discussion on the Poor Law Commis- 
sion’s report. He said that if the county was to be the unit, then the 
county council with its existing organisation was preferable to a semi- 
independent public assistance enlvatin, responsible directly to no 
electors, insufficiently checked in its expenditure, and perhaps drawing 
away from county council service many valuable and hard-working 
members. Both services would mutually spoil each other. 

Lord Betrer said that it was absolutely impracticable for. county 
a peg as at present constituted to take upon themselves this extra 
work. 

Eventually it was decided to ask the Executive Committee to appoint 
a committee to report — the Poor Law Commission’s report from the 
county councils’ point of view. 








The Arrangements for the Conduct 
of Civil Business in Lancashire. 


A deputation consisting of representatives of the municipal corpora- 
tions, chambers of commerce, commercial and trade associations and 
law societies of Live 1, Manchester and other Lancashire towns, 
together with their Parliamentary representatives, waited upon Lord 
Loreburn at the House of Lords, on Wednesday, the 5th inst., with 
reference to the arrangements for the conduct of civil business in 
Lancashire. The deputation was introduced by Sir Wutium H. 
Houtanp, Bart., M.P. Among the deputation were delegates from 
the Incorporated Law Society of Lisweest the Manchester Incorporated 
Law Association, the Bolton Incorporated Law Society, and the Bury 
and District Incorporated Law Society. 

Sir Wu1am H. Hortanp, Bart., M.P., said: My lord, the depu- 
tation which I have the honour to introduce to you is one of a very 
influential character, comprising, as it does, most of the leading 
municipalities of South Lancashire, who are represented here either by 
their Lord Mayors or Mayors or leading officials of the corporations. 
The deputation is also representative of the principal chambers of com- 
merce of ‘that county. It represents also the principal law associations 
and societies, the Merse Docks and Harbour Board, the Liverpool 
Cotton Association, the Liverpool Underwriters’ Association, the Liver- 
pool Shipowners’ Association, the Liverpool Steamship Owners’ Asso- 
ciation, the Liverpool General Brokers’ Association, the Live: 1 Corn 
Trade Association, and I dare say some associations of which I have 
not had a complete list furnished to me. I think, my lord, that prob- 
ably the honour of introducing this influential deputation has fallen to 
my lot because I have exceptional opportunities of } 
the chambers of commerce of the country the needs of business men 
in regard to a matter of this kind. I can testify that they feel very 
strongly indeed that the uncertainty and inadequacy of the present 
arrangements for the trial of civil cases, involving, as they do, both 
needless delay and unnecessary expense, amount sometimes to a practical 
denial of justice. The request which will be preferred by subsequent 
speakers to-day is a very modest one. It is not one which will involve 
any legislation in order to carry it into effect. It is simply that judges, 
when they visit Lancashire, shall stay there until their work is finished, 
and that sufficient time shall be allowed for the whole of the cases to 
be tried adequately and for the list to be exhausted. Beyond that 
we have no desire that in a professional capacity they shall stay a day 
longer than is necessary, though, of course, in other capacities, we 
should like them to stay a longer time. The views which will be 
expressed here to-day happily have the high sanction and support of 
Lord Gorell’s committee, which, as your lordship will remember, re- 
ported on the 19th of March last, after very careful investigation. On 
page 19 of that valuable and complete report occur the follo words : 
‘« Adequate time should be allowed, with sufficient frequency of sittings 
at each place for the hearing, without pressure, of the cases to be tried.” 
Again, in another part of the same report occur these words : “ Not 
merely should the list at the assizes disposed of, but the courts 
should hold themselves out as able and ready to sit in the provinces 
so long as there is any work for them to do.” That, my lord, I think, 
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is the case which we are assembled here to-day to try and enforce, and, 
being supported by that high authority, I feel sure that your lordshi 
will be prepared to grant a favourable ear to the arguments which will 
be urged. Without. trespassing further upon your time, I will call 
upon the Lord Mayor of Liverpool to address you. 

The Lorp Mayor or Liverpoor said: My lord, I have come here 
on behalf of the City of Liverpool to endorse the findings of the com- 
mittee appointed by your lordship, and to ask that we may have in 
Liverpool a service of High Court judges sufficient to try the 
actions that are put down for trial at moderate intervals, during 
regular hours, and without any undue pressure. The undue pressure 
which is found by your lordship’s committee to exist operates_on 
every section of the community on behalf of which I speak. The 
burden of jury service is greatly aggravated by the uncertainty and 
length of the sittings which are sometimes necessary. The litigants 
and their witnesses are put to great expense and annoyance by standing 
ready for trial for several days. Perhaps one might say, too, that the 
lack of that very full discussion which more adequate time might allow 
does something to deprive the litigants of what is sometimes a remedy 
for the bitterness which is apt to arise from litigation. For all these 
reasons we hope that your lordship will give consideration to our 
application. As ex-officio judge of the Court of Passage I might say 
that that court is doing under the present presiding judge an important 
and increasing work, and we hope it will not be abolished unless the 
extra facilities are granted. 

Mr. Wit1am Cosserr: My lord, I appear as one of the representa- 
tives of the Manchester Law Association. We are, at any rate, import- 
antly, if indirectly, interested in the question which is brought before 
your lordship’s notice to-day. It is not a new thing. For many years 
past a difficulty has arisen in the transaction of assize business. The 


dates at which assizes commence must necessarily be fixed beforehand, ; 


and must necessarily be fixed upon information which must be, to some 
extent, imperfect. The result is that while at some assizes there is 
time and to spare for the transaction of the business, when you come 
to other assizes, when there are sometimes fifty or sixty cases in the 
list, the time allowed turns out to be totally inadequate. Under those 
circumstances it does happen that cases are, if I may use the term, 
disposed of and not tried, and a variety of things happen. Cases 
which the same judge would try with patience under other circum- 
stances are referred to arbitration. Other cases are settled when they 
would not be settled if pressure were not put upon the parties to settle. 
There are also cases which have to stand over altogether, and those 
cases would not have had to stand over but would have been tried 
out and disposed of if more time had been at the disposal of the 
judge. It always happens that a list which is dealt with in that way 
is a large and important one, and the effect of so dealing with the list 
is disastrous. Commercial men will not use His Majesty’s courts if 
they have the prospect of incurring a very considerable expense and 
devoting a considerable time to the preparation for trial and then 
finding that the remedy which is given to them is not the remedy 
which they came to seek, but that they have to have recourse to another 
tribunal at very large additional expense, and after very considerable 
further delay. It is a common experience amongst those of my pro- 
fession that the effect of a- happening of that kind to a case at the 
assizes is that the client is disgusted not only with the procedure, but 
with those who have led him into it; and for the future he takes care 
that his disputes shall be at any rate disposed of readily and quickly 
and in some other way than by going into His Majesty's courts. We 
cannot think, my lord, that that is a satisfactory state of things. 
Coming here to-day, as I think we do, to suggest to your lordship a 
remedy, we have endeavoured to suggest what shall be the smallest 
possible interference with the existing state of things. We recognise 
that to interfere largely with the existing state of things may not be 
possible. Therefore, we have endeavoured to ask for as little as pos- 
sible. Now, my lord, there really are two things that are of paramount 
importance. We think we ought to have at least four sittings. It may 
be said at once. “‘ you do get four sittings.’”” So we do; we get four 
assize judges to come down and try civil cases. But the date of their 
coming is fixed, and so also, unfortunately, is the date of their leaving. 
There arises the whole difficulty. It frequently happens that the date 
of their leaving renders it impossible that the causes can have full 
justice done to them. One thing we ask is that though the four 
sittings are to be continued—we hope they will be continued as before— 
yet that the judges may be set at liberty to spend such a sufficient 
time at each assize, or at each sitting, as the case may be, as to dispose 
of the list wholly, and that without pressure. My lord, when the court 
has to sit from 10 o’clock in the morning till periods varying from 
half-past five to 6 and 7 o’clock in the evening, that is what we call 
pressure. We suggest that a case is not disposed of as satisfactorily 
when the judges have to sit for those hours, and when all those con- 
cerned in the litigation have to be in attendance and to work also 
during those hours, and we suggest that the ordinary and normal hours, 
such as those in London, are the proper hours for the purpose of 
transacting the business of the trials. e ask, therefore, that we may 
have the four sittings, and that, if it should be found necessary, a 
separate judge should go to Liverpool for the civil business. We quite 
understand that very probably that may not be necessary, but it is 
sometimes, as when there is a very long list at Manchester, unless 
the Manchester list is sacrificed, the judge cannot go to Liverpool in 
time, and the business of the assizes is dislocated. We think we ought 
not to be made to depend upon such a contingency as that. We cannot 
etter voice our grievances than they are voi d in the report which 





rievances which I am 
setting forth before you are most fully and ably set forth there and 
we cannot add anything to them. y association addressed your 
lordship by letter on this subject at the end of last year, and your 
lordship suggested that we should place ourselves in communication 
with the Lord Chief Justice. We did so. We placed ourselves in 


has been referred to at pages 18 and 19. The 


communication with him by a deputation during the Manchester - 


Assizes, which took place in March of the present year, and he asked 
us to put in writing the suggestions that we wished him to consider, 
and we did so. I believe that your lordship has a copy of the sug. 
gestions which we put before him. 

The Lorp CHancextor : I do not think I have. 

Mr. Cosserr: Then, my lord, I will quote the last paragraph and 
then hand you a copy. It says: ‘‘ We suggest that there should be 
at any rate four sittings per annum of the High Court at Manchester 
and Liverpool for the trial of civil actions; that such sittings should 
be held independently of the criminal business, though not necessarily 
at different ‘times; that such sittings should commence at fixed dates, 
but their duration should be limited only by the termination of the 
business; and that, if necessary, a different judge should attend at 
each place.’? That summarises what we come here to ask your lord- 
ship to consider. I will close my observations by asking your lordship 
to be good enough to look at the memorial which I have handed in. 

Sir Atrrep L. Jones, K.C.M.G. (President of the Liverpool Chamber 
of Commerce) : My lord, in what I have to say I have to put before 
you what is the unanimous wish of the Liverpool Chamber of Com- 
merce. It may seem curious that I am here to-day to ask for what we 
ought to have had without asking, but really the position is this, 
that the commercial people in Lancashire find it so difficult to get the 
law that they very seldom avail themselves of it. In our case we 
have a great struggle for commerce, and it is necessary that we should 
have every facility in the North of England to get judgment as quickly 
as we possibly can. The result of the present position of affairs is that 
the associations of our trade have found it necessary to form arbitration 
ccurts of their own. Although I feel sure that that will not be as satisfac- 
tory as getting the judgment of the court, yet that system will progress in 
the country. I feel that Lancashire certainly should have means. of 
getting settlements through the law courts more easily than they get 
them now. In this connection I may tell you, my lord, that I represent 
perhaps one of the largest business houses in England, and one of the 
largest British shipowners in the world. I think it extremely hard 
that we should have so much difficulty in getting our Admiralty cases 
tried. It almost makes settlements of that kind impossible to get, 
with the result that in my case we never have a law suit because the 
law is so difficult to get. It is quite a common thing to be kept at 
Liverpool for a week or two before you get to know when your case 
is to be tried. The result is that we go less into the law courts and 
we think it far better to make the best settlement we can outside. We 
do that regularly. I may tell you that we have scarcely ever had a 
law suit, excepting to defend, and we would very often have law suits 
if we had the means of getting them settled quickly. I trust you will 
see your way to give greater facilities for carrying on our trade which 
it so sadly needs. 

Mr. ArtHur A. Hawortu, M.P. (of the Manchester Chamber 2f 
Commerce) : My lord, I appear here this afternoon as a private member 
of the Manchester Chamber of Commerce, but with the specific au- 
thority of the president, who is, unfortunately, unable to be here to-day, 
to speak for the chamber. I will not detain your lordship for more 
than a moment, and I will simply endorse all that has been said. Be 
it a good thing, or be it a bad thing, it is an illustration, I think, of 
the state of affairs in Manchester. The arbitration court of the Man- 
chester Chamber has very largely increased the amount of its work. 
I believe it does exceedingly good werk, and I am not saying a word 
against what it does, but I think it must be admitted on all hands 
that to be forced into that arbitration work is not as satisfactory as 
being able to get your cases tried in a proper way by a legal tribunal. 
The Manchester Chamber of + anhalt: sl there are other cham- 
kers of commerce in Lancashire—embraces among its members Salford, 
Burnley, Blackburn, and other ~— towns, and is therefore very repre- 
sentative of the great staple industry of Lancashire. It is in the 
name of that great industry, though particularly in the name of the 
Manchester Chamber of Commerce, that I have to ask you most humbly 
to give a favourable consideration to these proposals. 

Mr. R. D. Hour, M.P.: My lord, I appear here to speak for the 
Liverpool Steamship Owners’ Association. I am also a steamship 
owner and a citizen of Liverpool. I think it is hardly necessary to @ 
much to what has already been said. I should like, in conneetion 
with this report of Lord Gorell’s committee, to call your special attet- 
tion, in case you have not noticed the fact, to what took place at the 
last nt boned Autumn Sessions, when only a majority of one of the 
litigants were tried. That is, only fifteen cases, were tried, as agal 
thirteen left over. I do not think it is necessary to use any adjectives 
to characterise such a situation as that. With regard to what we are 
asking, I think there are two passages in the report of that committee 
which will put pretty plainly before you exactly what our request ™. 
On page 16 it is stated ‘‘ Suitors in the rovinces are entitled to have 
and ought to have facilities for the trial of their causes within their 
own districts, before judges of the High Court, as it at present 1s 
constituted, similar to those enjoyed by suitors in London.”’ That is 
our demand, that;we.should have in the provinces facilities similar to 
those enjoyed by’ suitors in London. f think that is a reasona le 
request, and one which no one can say is anything otherwise thag 
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fair. On page 20 of the report there are these words : ‘‘ The count 
litigants should be in no different position from those in London.” 
would submit to your lordship that no one can say that country liti- 
ts are in the same position as litigants in London. That is really 
the substance of our demand. I fem like, as I am speaking for the 
Steamship Owners’ Association, to specially draw your lordship’s atten- 
tion to the question of Admiralty jurisdiction, as to which we in Liver- 
l feel very strongly. It seems to us to be an unreasonable thing that 
in case of a collision between two Liverpool-owned steamers, where 
the owners are resident in Liverpool, the witnesses and solicitors are 
resident in Liverpool, and, as we have a strong local bar, probably 
the junior counsel are also resident in Liverpool, it should be impossible 
for us to get that case settled and have it tried out in Liverpool before 
a judge o the High Court. The report of Lord Gorell’s committee on 
this point, I think, we may describe as rather of a neutral character, 
It is there stated that there is nothing more than the expenses of bringing 
the witnesses to London for the trial. I think that is not going 
quite to the whole extent. Of course, there are the principals involved, 
and their time is extremely valuable to them. There are the solicitors 


_ and very often junior counsel. At the conclusion of the report on this 


point it says: “‘If, notwithstanding these objections, the mercantile 
community at Liverpool wish to have cases which have been conducted 
in the Liverpool Registry heard in Liverpool, there will be no difficulty 
under the scheme we have suggested in providing for the circuit judg 
taking these cases, when in Liverpool, and for the making of Rules of 
Court to carry this out.’’ The mercantile community of Liverpool do 
wish to have these cases dealt with in Liverpool. I am quite sure 
I have full authority to speak for the whole of the mercantile com- 
munity. We should not like to lose this opportunity of stating that 
that is our wish, and hope that, under those circumstances, it would 
be possible for you to fall in with what I think is the real suggestion 
of Pord Gorell’s committee, that if we really have this wish, our wish 
should be met. May I also say that we are all anxious that the 
facilities for redress before the law should be as great as possible, 
because certainly my experience, and I believe that of most of us, is 
that if we are unfortunate enough to have a dispute with our neighbour 
we never get so satisfactory a decision as we get before a judge of the 
High Court, providing that the circumstances of the trial are reason- 
ably tolerable. 

After Mr. Cuartes McArtuur, M.P., of the Liverpool Chamber 
of Commerce, and Mr. Rosert GLapsTone, of the Mersey Docks and 
Harbour Board, had addressed the Lord Chancellor, 

Mr. W. C. THorne (the President of the Incorporated Law Society 
of Liverpool) said : The president of the Manchester Society has asked 
me to say a few words on his behalf, as well as on ay own, though, of 
course, the case for Manchester has been so admirably put before you 
by Mr. Cobbett. The case of Manchester is very largely the case of 
Liverpool, and it is hardly necessary for me to add anything. But, in 
my dual capacity at the present moment, as president of the Liverpool 
Law Society, and also as solicitor to the Mersey Docks and Harbour 
Board, it is impossible for me to let this occasion pass absolutely in 
silence, because, with my intimate knowledge of the commercial life 
of Liverpool, as well as of the legal side of the work, I may ap! that 
what has been so strongly put to you is absolutely true. I do not 
propose to speak more than a few words, because, I know the interest 
your lordship is taking in this matter, evidenced ¥? your having set 
up the committee which was presided over by Lord Gorell, and having 
before you the very strong recommendations made in the report of that 
committee, and the statements from Liverpool and Manchester, you are 
already fully aware of the circumstances. To my mind, there is one 
very pregnant fact attached to that report, and that is this, that Mr. 
Justice Channell, who was one of the judges at Manchester and Liver- 
pool during those excessively heavy assizes in November and December 
last, came back, straight from that assize, and assisted Lord Gorell 
to make this report, in every word of which he has concurred. There 
is no doubt, as Sir Alfred Jones has said, that from a commercial point 
of view delay is_a denial of justice in His Majesty’s courts. Your 
lordship has only to look at one or two instances. hat is the state of 
business to-day as compared with the state of business fifty or sixty 
years ago? At that time offer and acceptance to America was a 
matter of five or six weeks, and now offer and acceptance to America 
is merely a matter of a couple of hours. Has the law moved with any- 
thing like the rapidity that commerce has moved? You hear every day 
of commercial men wanting to close their accounts and ascertain how 
they stand on a particular venture, but there may be an outstanding 
disputed claim which prevents this being done. On consulting a 
solicitor the merchant is told that the question cannot be decided for 
about three or four months. Then the solicitor is asked what can 
be done. He will say : ‘‘ Well, your case is a good one: if you want 
to close your books in a fortnight, I may be able to effect a 70 or 80 
per cent. settlement for you.’’ Such delay may cause the loss of that 
very considerable percentage, and the other party is alive to the value 
of this delay. That is what we complain of in Lancashire to-day. 

hen you have heard what other speakers have said—that we want the 
hours of the London courts. This, in my view, is what Lord Gorell’s 
committee meant when they said that the actions should be tried 
“without pressure.’’ There is a need in a great commercial com- 
munity to have certainty in these matters. A man who is a witness or 
& juryman, or a litigant in the courts at Manchester or at Liverpool 
wants to know when he is going to get out of the courts, as there are 
other “4 he has to do before going to his dinner. A solicitor may 
be asked by his client : ‘‘Can I make an appointment for half-past 4 








or 5 o’clock?”? The solicitor replies: ‘‘I cannot tell you, because ,. 


the judge may sit till 7 or 8 o’clock.” That is not a satisf 
position for a solicitor to be put into when a client asks him a question 
of that sort. Then, again, there is the question of the commercial 
cases, and of the non-jury cases, which are often some of the most 
important cases of the assizes, These always come last, because the 
commercial case, as ad lordship knows, is generally tried without a 
jury, and because of the limited time these cases, at times, are not 
tried. If we get, with your lordship’s assistance, judges coming down 
in the way that has been suggested, we hope that we shall have our 
days for trial fixed in the same way as in the Commercial Court, because 
expedition with certainty of trial is the only way, to my mind, that 
you are going to get the really commercial dispute back to the courts. 
Unless you can get some system which appeals to the commercial man 
as a businesslike system, he will go on with his trade arbitrations. 
There is no doubt that in Liverpool to-day, and also in Manchester, 
arbitration is largely on the increase. Your lordship is aware that the 
bar at the recent annual meeting, on the motion of Sir Edward Carson, 
has practically adopted the recommendations of Lord Gorell’s report 
(see Z'imes of Wednesday, the 28th April, 1¥08, page 4). Then I 
would draw your lordship’s attention to the announcement, not un- 
frequently made towards the end of an assize, that ‘‘ all the remaining 
cases are in the list,.and may be taken in either court.’’ When those 
cases come on, and there is a rush, and everything is higgledy-piggledy, 
can you say that that conduces to the dignity and the proper conduct 
of justice in His Majesty’s courts? Several of those present to-day 
have had experience of having to run hither and thither; and what 
is the feeling of the litigant? A defendant on one of these last days 
of the assizes is beaten in ten minutes before the judge, and very likely 
rightly beaten, but he does not go away with that impression, but 
says : ‘‘I have been kicked out of court.’ There is very little chance 
of that gentleman trying another case, if he can possibly avoid it. The 
volume of business at the two last assizes of Manchester and Liverpool 
has been stated in the reports. At Manchester, there were over fifty 
cases at each of the last two sittings. These lists do not by any means 
represent what should be the ordinary and proper litigation arisin 
from these great centres. If the facilities are reasonably extended pe 
adequate time allowed, with sufficient frequency of sittings for the 
hearing of cases without pressure, there would an increase in the 
number of cases coming up to be tried. 

Mr. Councillor Derwent Simpson, of the Manchester Corporation ; 
the Mayors or Boiron and Burniey; the Town CLERK or BURNLEY; 
Mr. Alderman Legs, of the Oldham Corporation; Mr. J. E. Newton, 
J.P., President of the Oldham Champer of Commerce; the Mayor or 
WaRRINGTON, and the Mayor or WIpNEs also addressed observations 
to the Lord Chancellor. 

_ The Lorp Cwancettor said: Gentlemen, I have been very much 
interested in all that you have said, and am very glad to have met 
you and to have heard all you have had to say upon this very important 
subject. I recognise the great authority and influence of the cor- 
porations and commercial communities and of the legal societies who are 
represented here to-day, and I can see that there is a very strong feeling. 
It does not require any undue penetration to see that it is a very general 
feeling throughout the community. That is fully represented by those 
who have been good enough to speak to-day. I understand the spirit 
of the deputation, which is that you want to have a business remed 
for a business grievance. Well now, I am most anxious to see dispatch 
and all facilities given to the transaction of business in the courts 
of law. A litigant in this country is not required to ask as a favour, 
but is entitled as a right, to a fair and full hearing. As to the fairness 
I am glad to believe that there has never been any «uestion about the 
fairness of the administration of justice ; but as to the fulness, I undér- 
stand that the time allowed for the civil assizes in Liverpool and Man- 
chester is, in your opinion, too short, and that in consequence of that 
cases are referred to arbitration or are settled by compromise or other- 
wise disposed of—disposed of not in the ordinary courts of justice by 
the decisions of the judge and jury, as the case might be, but under 
some sort of involuntary pressure. I should be very sorry indeed that 
that should take place. It is necessary for the administration of 
justice not merely that justice should be done, but also that the parties 
should be satisfied that justice has been done, and should feel that, 
though defeated, they have been heard and their cases considered pro- 
rly. Now the question that you have raised has mainly related— 
in fact, entirely related—to the High Court, and many pahes have 
referred to Lord Gorell’s report. That is a piece of work for which the 
ccmmunity is deeply indebted to Lord Gorell, and to those gentlemen 
who were kind enough to serve with him and took a great deal of pains 
at my request for the express purpose of trying to facilitate the trans- 
action of legal business. Lord Gorell and I have been, for the last 
two months, in very close communication upon this subject, and I have 
also communicated with the Lord Chief Justice. My object has been 
to consider in what shape I shall make proposals to the Cabinet. I have, 
of course, made myself familiar with the terms of the report, and am 
acquainted with all the passages which have been referred to, and 
I appreciate their significance. I hope in a very short time to be able 
te ine the matter before the consideration, so far as it is necessary, 
of my colleagues in the Cabinet. You will not expect me to say — 
thing definite at the present time beyond assuring you that I am qui 
alive to the importance of this subject, and also to the pressure of this 
subject, and that I have not the slightest intention of letting the 
grass grow under my feet in trying to meet you. There has been a 
subordinate matter referred to, namely, Admiralty business. It iz 
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not the main subject, but I know it is a subject of considerable im- 
portance in Liverpool. I will also consider that most carefully. It 
would be convenient, if I have to make any communications to the 
communities of Liverpool and Manchester in regard to the settlement 
of this question, that I should communicate them to the lawful au- 
thorities, namely, the Lord Mayor of Liverpool and the Lord Mayor 
of Manchester, who will be able to pass on the information to the 
ublic or to any parts of the business community that they think fit. 
Well, gentlemen, it would be far better for me to 4 nothing further 
than that at the present moment, having assured you that I am not only 
aware of the subject and of its importance, but that I have been very 
busily considering what can be done in close co-operation with Lord 
Gorell’s committee and also with the Lord Chief Justice of England. 
Therefore, I will say no more, but express my pleasure at having met 
you and the pleasure with which I have listened to the statements 
which have been made. 








Obituary. 
Mr. R. C. Glen. 


The death is announced of Mr. R. CunnrncHam Guten, M.A., LL.B., 
barrister-at-law. He was educated at Charterhouse and Christ’s Col- 
lege, Cambridge ; was called to the bar in 1879, and joined the North- 
Eastern Circuit. He had a good practice in matters connected with 
local government. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Justice Hamiton and Mr. A. G. Rickarps, K.C., have been 
elected Benchers of the Inner Temple. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


SPENCER CLARKE and REGINALD JAMES HARRIS, solicitors (Clarke & 
Harris), Whitchurch, Hants, and Winchester. March 25. 


LESLIE ANTILL and PERcy BERNARD SKEELS, solicitors (Leslie Antill 
& Skeels), 1, Gresham-buildings, London. Feb. 12. 
[ Gazette, May 14. 


FREDERICK HAROLD EDWARDS and WILLIAM WYNN EVANS, solicitors 
(Harold Edwards & Wynn Evans), 76, Cheapside, London. May 14. 
[Gazette, May 18. 


a 


General. 


The Reichstag, on the 18th inst., says the Berlin correspondent of 
the Times, read a third time and passed the Berne Copyright Conven- 
tion, which was revised at a conference last November. The Reichstag 
is thus the first Parliament to adopt the revised convention. 


The death is announced of Mr. William L. Penfield, formerly Solici- 
tor to the State Department of the United States. He acted as counsel 
for the United States in several important international arbitration 
cases, and was recognised as an authority on international law. 


The writer of an article on the Bar in Belgium, in the Law Magazine 
and Review, says that the number of advocates in the year 1896-7 in- 
scribed on the Roll was: at Brussels 598, at Ghent 178, and at Liége 
247, at Antwerp 191, at Charleroi 131, at Mons 121. The total number 
of Belgian advocates, including those who are still in their student 
stage, to a population of six millions, is 2,187. 


Mr. Brinsley Harper, a member of the Corporation of London, has, 
says the Times, given notice of his intention to move at their next mest- 
ing that the City Lands Committee be instructed to report as to the 
— system of ventilation'at the Central Criminal Court, and whether, 

aving regard to numerous complaints by judges, counsel, juries, and 
others, it was not desirable in the public interest to adopt some other 
system. 


Mr. R. D. Muir is to preside at the annual dinner of the Central 
Criminal Court Bar Mess, which will be held at the Trocadero Res- 
taurant on Thursday, June 17. The Lord Mayor, Lord Coleridge, Mr. 
Justice Pickford, the Recorder, the Common Serjeant, Commissioner 
Lumley Smith, K.C., Commissioner Rentoul, K.C., and several of the 
metropolitan police magistrates are among those to whom invitations 
have been issued, 





It is stated that Prof. Dicey, D.C.L., Professor of Law at Oxford, 
has announced to the Hebdomadal Council of Oxford University hig 
resignation on the ground that he has held the chair for twenty-five 
years. 


Pundit Sundar Lal, the first Indian Judge in Oudh, says the Luck. 
now correspondent of the 7'imes, on the 18th inst. took his seat as ad- 
ditional Judicial Commissioner. Replying to congratulations from the 
Bar, he said that he had accepted office merely from a sense of duty, 
and he trusted he should discharge his duty to their satisfaction. 


The dinner F te by the Northern Circuit to three of its former 
members—Lord Gorell, Sir John Bigham, and Mr. Justice Hamilton— 
in celebration of the honours recently conferred upon them, took place 
on Saturday last. Among those present were :—Viscount Cross, Vis- 
count Selby, Lord Collins, Lord Justice Kennedy, Mr. Justice Neville, 
Mr. Justice Pickford, Vice-Chancellor Leigh Clare, Judge Shand, Judge 
Smyly, K.C., and many King’s Counsel and junior members of the 
circuit. 


Sir E. Carson’s Prosecution for Frauds Bill, introduced on Tuesday, 
seeks, says the 7'imes, to provide that in every civil action in the High 
Court where fraud or conspiracy is imputed to any of the parties the 
pleadings and other proceedings are to be served upon the Public Pro- 
secutor. At present a number of such cases are disposed of by arrange- 
ment, and the object of the Bill is to give the Public Prosecutor an 
opportunity of investigating cases which may ‘involve criminal 
offences. The Bill is backed by Mr. Isaacs, Mr. F. Smith, and Mr, 
Simon. 


In the House of Commons on Tuesday Mr. Harmood-Banner asked 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer whether his attention had been called 
to the amount of ungotten minerals belonging to the Ecclesiastical Com- 
missioners and the anwar noes of Woods and Forests, especially in 
Wales, and if the new tax on ungotten minerals would apply.—The 
Chancellor of the Exchequer said, I am aware that considerable quan- 
tities of ungotten minerals are owned both by the Ecclesiastical Com- 
missioners and by the Crown. The new tax will be applicable to the 
former, but not, of course, to the latter. 


Writing as laymen, says the Globe,we do not suppose that the farthing 
which is frequently awarded to successful litigants in libel actions is 
actually produced in cash as a rule, though a case is still probably fresh 
in our memory when the bronze coin in question was substantially dis- 
played, and caused quite a lot of letter-writing in the newspapers. And 
the farthing is, of course, even more likely to be absent from the aver- 
age police-court case. But it is now Willesden that furnishes the ex- 
ception. ‘‘ Ordered to pay maintenance to his wife,’’ we read, “a 
man sent two hundred and thirty halfpenny stamps, all separated, to 
the court; and these being refused, he sent the money in farthings and 
halfpennies.”’ 


This is what the Westminster Gazette, a Liberal organ, says of the 
doubled stamp duties on the transfer of land :—‘‘ The House of Com- 
mons yesterday (Tuesday) spent the sitting in discussing the new stamp 
duties. There was a good deal of criticism of the proposal to double the 
duties charged on conveyances or leases, and in particular the Irish 
members were, irrespective of politics, up in arms against what was 
alleged to be a new Irish grievance. But it was not only Irish mem- 
bers who complained of this new tax on the transfer of land, and we 
agree with Mr. Radford in regretting that the Chancellor should have 
to make land transfer more difficult because more expensive. We hope 
we do not do wrong in gathering from what Mr. Lloyd George said 
that he is open to argument on these stamp duties. We quite think 
that stamps must be asked to provide some of the 14 millions wanted, 
but we are not sure that the present scheme is the best that can be 
devised.”’ 


Sir J. Macdonell gave, last week, at University College, the first of 
three lectures on modern limitations of property. He said that the 
earliest limitation of property consisted of what might be called ‘‘ neigh- 
bour’s law,” the easements or servitudes necessarily imposed in a rural 
or urban community. In England a great extension of ‘“‘ neighbour's 
law ” had taken place by virtue of the law of nuisances. In France 
there had been a similar extension of restriction, though in a differeat 
manner—e.g., by the principle of abus de droit. Two movements were 
everywhere perceptible ; one restraining the rights of owners by giving 
other persons counter or pyre tong private rights, the other imposing 
restrictions in the name of public law upon private ownership. The 
lecturer referred to the cases at common law which declared legal the 
use of mantraps with due warning. He also drew attention to the 
many restrictions imposed upon property in this country on sanitary 
grounds, and in the United States in the exercise of the so-called 
* police powers ’’ of the Constitution. One large group of restrictions 
arose from a new recognition of the interests and rights of subsequent 
ages, and of the fact that the maximum value to the present generation 
might not be the maximum for future generations. Another group 0 
restrictions was due to a recognition of the national value of histori 
monuments and art treasures and the amenities of life. He contrasted 
with modern legislation on this subject the decree of 1792, which en- 
joined the Commission des Monuments to destroy articles “ susceptible 
of recalling feudalism.’’ He also described the legislation of certain 
European countries, particularly that of Sweden and Italy, the adoption 
of which might have prevented such an event as the destruction of 
Crosby Hall or the exportation of the Holbein picture, 
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Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Registrars nv ATTENDANCE ON 





Date Emercrnoy Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
é Rora. No, 2. Joyoxr. Swinrey Eapy. 
Monday ...May ~ Mr Borrer Mr Beal Mr Farmer Mr Greswell 
Tuesday ........ Leach Borrer Bloxam Beal 
Wednesday ... 36 Farmer Leach Theed Borrer 
Thursday ... 27 Bloxam Farmer Church Leach 
Friday ........0.4. 28 eed Bloxam Synge Farmer 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice =. Justice Mr, Justice 
- Wanginetox. NEVILLE. Parkes. Evs. 
Monday ...May 24 Mr Church Mr Leach Mr Theed Mr Goldschmidt 
Tuesd: 25 Synge Farmer Charch Greswell 
Goldschmidt Bloxam Synge Beal 
Greswell Theed Goldschmidt Borrer 
Friday ......:c0000 28 Beal Church Greswell Leach 


The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 29th day of May, 1909, and 
terminate oa Tuesday, the Ist day of June, 1909, both days inclusive. 





Circuits of the Judges. 


The following Judges will remain in town: THE LORD CHIEF JUSTICE 
or ENGLAND, DARLING, J., JELF, J., A. T. LAWRENCE, J., and PIcK- 
FORD, J., during the whole of the Circuits ; the other Judges till their 
respective Commission Days. 

Noticr.—In cases where no note is appended to the names ot > 
Circuit Towns both Civil and Criminal , ee must be read 
taken on the first working day; in other cases the note appended to ine 
name of the Circuit Town indicates the day before which Civil Business 
will not be taken. In the case of Circuit Towns to which two Judges 
go there will be no alteration i in n the old practice. 
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Thureday 
S Saturday 
iy 
Wed: : 
7 
Mcnd 
Wednex 
Frida: 
W 
Ww 
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iy 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 
ay 25.—Messrs. D aaa, Bete, ST Se Freehold Factory (see 


Mi 
advertisement, back ®. 
May 25.— Messrs. PoP sues ‘o., at the Mart, at 2; Freehold Shops, Leases, &c. (see 
vertisement, pore vi this waa) 
May 25, June 8, 23 and 29. Messrs. Dusarnsx, Lawson, & Co. at the Mars, of 3: 
Leaseholds, Residential Properties, &c. (see advertise- 


= & Sows, at the Mart: Freehold Houses, 
week 


advertisement, back page, May 8 

June 7.—Messrs. Baxtsr, Pare, & Lerrre, at Beckenham: Residence and Furniture 
(see advertisement, page iv., this week). 

June 7.—Mr.W. Vincent JUL, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and Leasehold Properties, 
and Ground-rents (see advertisement, page v, this 

June 7 and 14,—Meesrs. WeaTmERALL & Green, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold a ae ig 

i thls week)” , Freehold and Leasehold Investments (see advertisement, 
is 
dene 9.—Messrs. Epwry Fox & Bovsrretp, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground- 


rents (see advertisement, page iv, May 16). 
June 9.—Messrs. Norton, Taist & pa ners at the Mart, at 1: Freehold and Lease- 


hold Properties and Building Site (see ad t, page vi, this week). 
June 9.— Messrs. Dou DouaLat Yous & Oo. at the Mia tat 3: Profit Rental and Free- 
hold Residential Property and Leasehold Ground-rents (seo advertisement, page iv, 


this week). 
June 9.—Messrs. Saewe & Co., at the Mart, at 1: Property Investments (seo 
atveienas, (os this week). 
June 9 and Mr. Joszra Stowe, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Estates (see 


advertisement, front , this week). 
June 9, 23 and 3%4.— rs. Epwin Fox & Bovsrretp, at the Mart, at 2: Ground- 


rents, Building Sit Residences, &c. (see adve: t, 2 ii, this week). 
= 11.—Mesers. 20Ds Lip. : Residential Reaid ences, &c. (see advertise- 


ment, mee ii, this week). 
Messrs, Hampron & Sons, at the Mart : Freehold Building Estate (see 


vertisement, page iv, this week). 
June 15.—Mersrs, Cuamrron & Bussr, at the Mart, at 1: Residences (see advertise- 


ment, page vi, this week). 
June 16,—Messrs. Baxter, — & Lepper, at the Mart, at 2: Residences (see 


advertisement. page iv., this week 
June 16.—Messrs. Davip Buanetr, Son & Besomae, as the Mart: Leasehold and 


Freehold Property (see advertisement, page vi, thi 
June 18.—Mr. Josern Strowsr, at Leomunster, at 3: Freehold Properties (see 


advertisement, front page, a week). 
bg & at the Mart: Freehold Ground-rents and Properties (see 


Messrs. 8. 
vertisemen: tack pagan, Eiieeh B00 as ausly Gabe 


Result of Sales. 


Reverssows, Lirz Poutcres, Suares, Lire Inrextst, anp Prorit Renta. 


Messrs. H. E. Fosrsr & roe held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 883) of the 
above-named Interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C.,on Thursday last, when 
the following Lots were sold at the prices named, the total amount realized being 


£13,201 :— 
ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS— 
To £4, cn en ee ee ee . Bold £2,450 
SSM cn kos hs ee ee a ee 
, om ae er ae ae ee ee ee eS 
= £400 . ove ooo oe ooo oe ooo os as » £180 
'o £240 Pe at ere eo er ee 
REVEASIONS—" 
To about £7; eee 5 eco ooo oe »» £3,140 
To £7,888... as ° a » £790 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE— 
For £2, a eT i Se ae ay ee 
| yee Oe eee ee ee ee x £1,120 
For £500 ae ee 
QUEEN’S CLUB, Li IMITED—25 Shares of £10 ‘each fally paid . on ii 
CONSOLIDATED ASSURANCE CO., a Shares of 
£10 each fully paid and 60 £21 paid o -_— =< £60 
LIFE INTEREST in £2,654 India Stock... ee 
PROFIT RENTAL of £2120 perannum ... 9 0 oe vee eee gp S800 om 








e. . >. 
Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, May 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirep rm Cmanorey. 
ry by eee 90, to cond o Jane & (ix yo meereegne er are ~ pe 
debts or claims, to Daniel Hector Campbell Hees. 4, Bishopsgate st Within Jones & 
Axe, solors to liquidator 


Caramarca DeveLorpMEnt Sembenarn, Semeen—-Gatiors are soqtieel. oo 


uidator 
. up, presented May 10, directed Svinte 
Co, 36, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, yy for petner Notice of aqqeaing must 
aie above-named not later than 6 o'clock in tbe afternoon of May 24 
Daw Bask Dovsuine Co Lene pe Liurtep -— are aired, on or before 


June 14, to their names 
claims, to W William Bateman, 26, 8t Peteragate, Stockport 5 


a uidator 
yyotps, Limitsp (in VoLunTary Ree -Oniaes a 
om June 11, to names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or to Moore & Co, Gresham 
Greettanp anp West Vate Mucuamics Haut Co, a are = ano see 
on or before Juve 19, to send names adaresses, and the ey 
debts or claims, to Fred Mechanics Hall, West Vale, near Halifax 


ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the a‘ 
PaNTELEGRAPHY PUBLISHING are ee on or before 
29, to send their names and and the particulars of their 


debts or claime, to 
James Burn W: 18, Old Jewry hmbes Morton & Patterson, Old Jewry 
= ht 
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Sr. Vircent’s erat 0 pow Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 12, to 
send their names and = lee the particulars ,of their debts or claims, to 
Edwin Hayes, 28, Basinghall st 

n for winding up, presented May 7, directed 
to be heard May 25 Evans & Oo, 90 and 22, Theo d’s rd, Bedford rw, solors for 
petmers Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 

the afternoon of May 24 


London Gazeite.—Turspay, May 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Loatep 1m CxANoERY. 


Anmy Grarnic Pusirsutma Co, Limrrzp—Creditors are eye on or eyes June 12, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts to 
S. E. Denney, 3, Great St Helens, liquidator 
Avro-CorTRoLiers, Lucrtzp—Petn for winding up, presented May 14, directed to be 
—_ at Pocle, June 14. Stacpoole, Bournemouth, solor for the petner. Notice 
must reach Vincent & Vincent, Budge row, Cannon st, not later than 
6 Son in the afternoon of May 25 
Bartow Estate, Limitep.—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send in their 
pames and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Sidney Walter 
Humphrey, Barton on aie New Milton, Hants, A hy 
Boeaveases Sreamsurr Co, Lrurrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 14, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Alfred Edward Tylor, 44, Leadenhall st Botterell & Roche, solors for the liquidator 
Crarx’s Surriy Srozzs, Liutrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 8, to 
be a. * iy Shire Hall, hoe gee pe June 14, . wow = Son, Alders- 
gate solors for petners. ice qouee must reach the above-named not 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June ll 
L, C. D. Symprcate, Limrrep (1x _Liqurpation) — Creditors are required, on‘or before 
Juve 3, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Harry Wren, 48, Mark In Jones & Co, solors for liquidator 
Manrwes Leaocn & Co, 1M1TED—Oreditors are required, on o before July 14, to send 
in their names and age and the iculars of their debts or claims, to Robert 
Clements and George Ambach, Adail bidg, Artillery In, liquidators 
Sranparp Expowsent Ixsrirvrion, Limitrep—Petn for winding a2 presented May 15, 
directed to be heard at the Court House, Government bidgs, Victoria st, Liverpool, 
June 11, at 10. Kelly & Co, Liverpool, solors for the petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of J une 10 
a LoutTep—Creditors are required, on or before May 22, Fg send their 
and addresses, and the pestioulnas of their debts or claims, to L. A. Reddall, 
3, 34, Moorgate st, liquidator 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Daz oF Ciarm. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Apr 
re — Aberystwyth May 28 Crook v Humphreys, Eve, J Owen, 
Rute, Wau, Tunbridge a Hotel Proprietor June 1 Pain v Gubbins, War- 
rington, J Curtis, Bedford 
Srarsz, Cxarues, Chichester June 3 3 Stride v Perrott-Sherlock, Swinfen Eady and 
Neville, JJ Wannop, Chichester 


London Gazette.—Tuzsvay, May 4. 
Cavz, Sena Rushden June 1 Miller vy Cave and Another, Master Prior Toller 


ering 
Vosrsx-Toomis, Samvuet, Clothall, Herts June8 Blight vy Vosper-Thomas, Joyce 
and Eve,JJ Day, Gt George st, Westminster 


London Gazette,—Fuipay, May 7. 


Jongs, Joun, Swansea, Coachbuilder' June 15 Clement v Jones, Swinfen Eady and 
Neville, JJ Jones, Swansea 


London Gasette—Fuipay, May 14. 
Loxp, Lewis Vivian, Onslow gdns, South Kensington June 15 Vivian v Loyd, Joyce 
and Eve, JJ (ran, King’s Bench walk 
Witsor, Jawzs June 17 Junor and Another y Wilson, Swinfen Eady, J Bird, 
Bedford row 


Wits0m, Taomss Horrocks, Queensberry pl June 18 Wilson v Wilson, Joyce and 
Eve, JJ Leadbitter, Leadenhall st 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Farivay, May 7. 


Axsruixcros, Ropzrt, Teignmouth, Devon July1 Scatcherd & Co, Leeds 

Assen, Ropert Vener, Kelvedere, Kent June12 Denton & Co, Grays inn pl 

Bawxs, Canoune Jowia, Hove, Sussex June8 Marx, Brighton 

Beare, James Tuomas, Romford June 21 Hird & Thatcher, Adam st, Strand 

acme Herr, Hulme, Manchester, Builder’s Labourer J uly 5 Hart-Dyke, Duchy of 


Bussen, Ertzx, Bath June 12 Withy, Bath 

s1nT, JANE Martitpa, Whi ae June 14 Garrard & Anthony, ae 
1 oy The Ven Fostex ares Gagy Bury, Lancs May 31 Watson & Chell, Bury 

: Rev Josarn, West Green rd, South th Tottenham June 21 Lewin & Co, South- 


ampton 
Biaxprosp, Mary Guruaiz, Hove iy 15 Upperton & Bacon, Brighton 
Boors, Mary Axx, Bethune rd, Stoke June7 Mellor & Copan, Chewen 
Bouper, Hargier th , ay 10 Barfield & Child, Plowden pidge, ‘emple 
Bain, ALrgep Wiruram, Uckfield June19 Thorne & Co, Fenchurch 

Bavspiz, Wit114n, Lowestoft June 10 Nicholson, Lowestoft 
Buserar, Aux Firowze Ricuarps, Devonport June 5 Gill, Devon 

Oczmesce, Roseat, Southend oa Sea Jane8 Wood & Co, Sout! ~ Sea 

Com, ATHANIEL, Hillesden, Bucks, Farmer June 12 Willis & Willis, Winslow, 


Cursy, Gzonoz, Gra: 





North, Newcastle upon Tyne June 15 Joel & Parsons, 

upon 

oem. Jacop Hezseet, Saintwell, Caerau,Glam June 4 Kent, Saintwell, nr Caerau, 
Caaatorte, Fareham, Southampton at 31 Whitlock & ee Wstaak 


Donrs, 
East, Zace Prin 
Estox, Jonx, 3, Sheffield pitoceneh Millen 





Evans, Joux iso “azLt, Tunbridge Wells June 30 Andrew & Oheale, Tunbridge 


Farau, Mary Anx, Upper Richmond rd, Licensed Victualler June 11 Foot, Gis Great 
James st, Bedford row 


Fumie amr Suzzagp, Newark, Solicitor June 7 Marsdeni& Co, Henrietta st, 
Fuieay, Sess Garp, Up Tooting May 31 Preston & Stavridi, Old Broad st 
Kimbers & abard st 


GaxpIvER, ALICE Louisa, B te June 12 Boatman, 
Gzevis, Frepgxick Haicovsr, West Doctor June 12 Hanhart, South- 
am: born 


Hanzpey, Ayn SxiiTox, Canterbury 31 Mowll & Mowll, Canterbury 
Hawkes, Alderman Atrarp sous, JP, poe, Beghton June 21 Bolton & Co. Temple gdns 
Heagye, Lesserra, Wilfred ham gate June 10 Public Trustee, Clement's 


inn 
Herrernay, JAMEs, June 21 Rutland, Chancery m 
Hraovrm, Epwarp phi 1 Maylé Bunter, pon 

Hemoinas, Ziproran, Clifton, a une 12 Bane | & Son, B , 
Heeniver, Ev.ex, June ba ~ ye F 
Hiaes, Farpexics, Flour ln, Mill Hi June 8 Woe “t Co, Finsbury circus 
Horg-JounsToneE, AGwzs, Oban, NB June 15 Robins & Co, Lincoln’s fields 
Kissy, Marrutas, Hay June 2 oy AY & Son, Harrogate 
Lanspown, THomas, Weston, Bomerset June 12 Withy, Bath 


Lawsoyx, Jang, Folkestone ‘June 12 Nicholson & Co, Coleman st 
atin Rangoon, Burma, atLaw June2l Arnold & Son, New court, 
coln’s ina 


Lucas, Anne Grace, Tulse hill June6 Mote & Son, St inn sq 

Meavows, Joux Owen, Birkdale June7 Balshaws, iton 

Mowsray, Lizzis, Sale e, June7 Scholes & Farrington, | Manchester 

Noswortny, Wirwiam Cuanuzs, Mayfield ~~ 18 Duffield & Co, Broad st av 

Pacmer, Mary, Nottingham June4 Maples & McCraith, Nottingham 

veins, Seam cis Groras, Sheffield, Bins Tool Maker June 16 Watson & Co, 

e 

Rep, Anrsus Fietcuer, Clement’s inn god 15 Priest, Verulam bldgs, Gray’s inn 

Seaman, Jonn Horatio, Margate June 7 hye. Leicester 

Sistzy, Mary Ann, sere Sussex May 31 son & Co, Eastcheap bldgs, Eastcheap 

Sarre, Richarp, Mountso » Leicester Junel Hands, Lou ghborough 

STANLEY, Tuomas, Bwalcliffe” Oxford, Shoemaker June 1 Fairfax & Barfield, Banbury 

Tare, Tuomas Josern, Princes st, Cavendish eq, Tennis Racquet Manufacturer June 7 
Palmer & Bull, Bedford row 

Tate, Estuesr, Princes st, Cavendish June7 Palmer & Bull, a Remy row 

Taytoz, Mary, Blackpool June 7 oles & Farrington, Manch 

THEOBALD, Lucy Any, Linslade, Bucks June 16 icott, Leighton E Bussard 

Txoxas, Exvuinor, Putney June 14 Cohen & Dunn, Ely pl 

— oe, Gordon sq, Commission Agent ;-_ 1 Taylor & Taylor, New 


Taist, Jans Warren, Harberton, Devon May 31 Kerby, Traro 
TRoUGHEAR, Saran Janz, Hensingham, Cumberland Juneil Curwen, eee 
Waangn, Epwagp 81 Laweence, Hanley Swan, Worcester May 28 Freer & Co, 


icester 
Wane, James Reppina, Hanover st, Mee et Author Junel Carr & Co, High Holborn 
‘Wasoy, Janz, Barrow in Furness 25 Thompson, Barrow in Furness 
Wesstes, Epwarp Rutiaxp, Gakibes av May 31 Greenip & Co, George st, 
Mansion House 
Wetcs, Masy, Wem, Galop June 24 Carrane & Shawcross, Wellington, Salop 
Witsoy, Henny Caristoruer, Newcastle upon Tyne, Coal Merchant June 15 Dees & 


fam psoa, Newcastle Aig? Tyne 
Worth, Isase.wa, Stanford rd, Ke: , June l Dommett & Son, Gresham st 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, May 11. 
Apaus, Jonn Tuomas, Sutton, Surrey, Artist June 19 be oar & Co, Kensington High st 
Anprew, Auicz, Cheltenham June 23 Hall & Co, Manchest: 
—~* — ao Manor Park rd, Harlesden’ June 16 ‘Pierron & Ellis, Vernon st, 


—_-_ sane JAxE Wrsrox, Broomfield Hall, nr Herne Bay July 10 Lowndes & Son, 


AyrTor, ye y 20 Robinson, Blackpool 
Baxgcuay, oe. Wasoors, ents Gate gdns, Kensington June 19 Stephenson & Co, 


Brgp, Janes Wareaovsy, Blackheath, Staffs, Nail Factor May 20 Cooksey & Co, Old 


Bow Legs, iss Bouuzs, Clifton, Bristol, Solicitor June 30 Lawrence & Co, Bristol 
Boyt, Joseru, Bournemouth June 15 Guillaume & Son, Bournemouth 

Brapey, Joun Howe, Tottenham June 12 James & James, Ely pl 

Canter, Ciasa Susannan, East Dereham June7 Gee > Norgate, East Dereham 
CaTTERALL, Susannau, Tockholes, Lancs June7 Radcliffes & Higginson, Blackburn 
CuarLesworts, AtseRt Epwix, ‘Leeds June 15 Granger & Co, Leeds 

Come, +m ammcs Burgess Hill, Sussex, Upholsterer June 24 Fitzhugh & Co, 


Davies, Davin Henry, nr, Mectogo, See Mon June 22 Thomas, Cardiff 

Davison, CoaBues, Co uay, Flint June 30 Jolliffes & Hope, Chester 
Davison, Taomas Putuuips. yong June 24 Langhams, Bartlett’s bldgs 

Deane, Geonce, Northwick terr, Maida Hill June 29 Paris & Co, Southampton 
Deane, Mariya S8anau, Northwick terr, Maida Hill June 29 Paris & Co, South 


ampton 
Denemaee, Epwanp, Austin Friars, Foreign Banker June 30 Gush & Co, Finsbury 


Dupisy a Broome, Worcester June15 Harwards & Evers, Stourbrid, ad 
oom, Louisa Many Exizasers, Woburn pl, Bussell sq July 1 Hooper-Watts, Bush 


In, Cannon st 
Durant, Aveustus, Billiteray June19 Stephenson & Co, Lombard st 
Easro, Rossar, Gt Yarmouth, Builder June 24 Burton & Son, Gt Yarmouth 
Erezy, Gzorae, ose. Farm Bailiff. June 12 Langham Co, Hastings 
Farmer, Tuomas, rd, Upper Cla; June 10 Dunkerton & Son, ‘Bedford row 
Fow er, CuaR.es, Lincoln, how “win a. & had Lincoln 
Fyre, Evuex Frances Bedford Park, Sturt, Old Jewry 
Git, Fansy, Totnes, Devon Junes pry it & itil, John - Bedford row 
Guesig, James, Harlit m June 12 Neale, Queen 


Gocaeure, Canoting Henniztra Bropiz, ie June} 00:80 Blake & Co, Serjeants’ 


GaeEnnaLon, z0RGE Henry, Bury June10 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 
Harmon, Janet Rosz, Oakwood ct, Kensington June 22 Armstrong & Sons, Newcastle 


upon = 
My bere: se EORGIANA CAROLINE, Newton Abbott, Devon June 21 Wilde & Co, College 


Hemsrep, Exiza, Loudwater, Bucks June 24 ei Fe 

Hexsnaw, Exizasernu, Selly Oak Big 1 Junel L Clark Pine eneth wick 
Hexrtat, Tuomas, Ibstock, Smith & Co, Ashb: rae la Zouch 
Hupsos, Joun, Keighley, Yorks, Blackemnith a t- 1 Ellis, Kei 

Jounsox, Howarp, Weston, Notts, Miller May 25 Bescoby & illiamson, Retford 
JosseLyy, Guonce Francis, I June 4 Josselyn & Sons, Ipswich 

Kenwinaton, Faepesice, H Leet, Commence Traveller’ Mi May 20 Cash, Derby 
Lacroix, CueistTina, =f 18 ers, Steyning 

Laine, Wiiiiam, Sunder! Junel Dobinson, Sunderland 

Latrzes, Feaspesick W11114m, Lonsdale sq. &, Islington June 17 J&R Gole, Lime # 
Lawson, Banry, Sunderland "May 81 Lawson, Sunderland 

Lez, Constance Resecca Louisa, Park mans, Knightsbridge June1l4 Dodds, The 


Sanctuary 
Matwory, Evten, Great Malvern June 24 Trafford & Cook, Northwhich 
Mawwixe, Jonm, Newmarket All Saints, Cambridge May 22 Eanion & Ennion, New- 


Maztinsow, Exizasers, Liverton nr Loftus, Yorks June8 Cohen, Stockton on Tees 
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i , Horsham June17 Morrish, Gresham st 
oeusen Sit THOMAe eadcli, Yorks June 14. Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Movisox, Manx, Ecolesfield, Yorks June 14 Smith & Co, Sheffield — 
Myatt. Wsaae Seay as aan May 31 , Birmingham 
a4 enya Great Yarmouth May hy can © da eng Teenoeth 

ae BY. ° Bookseller Brier} udson, Rochdal 
Pury, Jowurn, Heath Hill, Dawley, Salop, Iankeeper June 24 Carrane & Shawcross, 


’ Pp 
Powstt, Horatio Gisss, Tettenhall Wood, Staffs June 10 Stratton & Son, Wolver- 


, Epwarp Mrroue.t, Harteh Yorks Mechanic June 21 Garsed, Elland 

Donen, Rrowarp. Accrington, * Merchant June 9 Sprake, Accrington 

Reeve, Jouy, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick May 31 Wood & Co, : 

SaakesPeaRrz, Frances Ricuarps, Moseley, Worcester June 3 Ry 
ham 


, Estuer, Upton Park, Essex June 2 Anning, Ch 
Say rd West Gronden June 10 Lindsay & Co, Ironmonger 
STH, JosePH, ene Py 1 lan Oe 
Trevons, Mary Caancorre, Princes Gate, Kensington June’? Carrie & Co, Linooln’s 
Sean tice Kyverdale rd, Stamford Hill June 12 Lewis & Co, Old st 


Tyeret., Jauss, B rth, No 


& Co, Birming- 


rthampton Junel Markham, Northampton : 
Warker, Wittiam Lancer, Reading, Registrar of Births June 19 Brain & Brain, 


Read: : 
Wesster, res Vicrorta, Hornsey rd, Holloway May 31 Elkin & Henriques, Salters 


Cannon st : 
, 8. Stourbri June 10 Harwards & Evers, Stourbridge 
onlin, ws bnes al Manhasset, Nassau, USA May 25 Salaman & Co, London 


London Gazette.—Faivay, May 14. 


, WitttaM, Folkestone June 30 Wightwick & Gardner, Folkestone __ . 
ps Some Bavau, Shanghai, China, Merchant June 12 Hores &Co, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 


Asnworts, Berry, Accrington June 19 Broughton & Broughton, Accrington 
BauLarp, Ecizasersu, Leicester June 26 Holyoak, Leicester 

Bareman, Epwarp Lovrs, Duke st, 8t James June 24 Milles & Co, Little College st 
Bramey, ge ee - Lay oe - Sons, Nottingham 
Buper, Ox.iver, Elms rd, y oun, 

Seen, Duane, Tarrant a es = Le Laat = Png meee wry Sherborne 
But, Joux, Gt Finborough, Farmer June yy wai A 

Busting, WiLL1AM LANTSBERY, Thornton, Bradford July 1 Weatherhead & Knowles, 


Bi 
Bons, Jam, Wendens Ambo, nr Saffron Walden June 24 Wade & Lyall Saffron 
ion 


Busu, Gzorae, Cannon st July7 Sa & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

Canrton, Roseer, Shepherds Bush td ‘Jane 14, Mille & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Cuapwick, Epwaarp, ns! ,N oiner June Man: 

CoLvILLE, Jou Wisox, Bournemouth, Merchant June 24 Brooks & Co, Doctors Cum- 


mons r puri aw 
Cralc, Gacnce Burt, Thornaby on Tees, Shipbuilder June 23 Bainbridge & Barnley, 
Middlesbrough 
Cusnre-Biyru, James Parrison, Esher June 14 Freshfield, Old Jewry 
Daz, AnTuur Henry Piomer, Grove Park, Denmark hill, Camberwell June 17 London 
and South-Western Bank Limited, Fenchurch st 
om Pa, Se J ae fl ecu Low 
GGLe, ELLEN une 12 mp jury 
Dray, Mary Aue, Masante June 15 Bell & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Durty, Tuomas, Nottingham May 31 Rothera & Sons, N 
Dusxtey, Epwaarp, Frant, Sussex, Farmer June 24 Cripps & Co, Tunbridge Wells 
Fra THERSTONHAUGH Guanes, Aspley Heath, Bedford, Rope Manufacturer June 11 
ueray, Wo . 
Ferauson, WitL1aM, Darlington May 28 Lucas & Oo, Dar : : 
Fivtayson, Mary Eveanor, Lanercost rd, Tulse hill June 22 eilding & Co, Vincent sq 
F.zroner, James, Nottingham July 12 Watson & Co, Ni i 
op a, Sy hg cle 
AMBLE, EDWARD, une » We 
welageeen, Ricnarp Faancts, Broad Green, nr Liverpool June 21 Gibbons & Arkle, 
verpool 
Guern, lai amy 4 Jouy ery Towers, Bedminster, Bristol, Licensed Victualler June 
10 tr & Sons, Bristol ‘ 
+ pes bem Bootle, aie ae a . 30 Roberta, Liverpool 
AGGART, ISABELLA, Bootle ay ’ 
Hanore, James, Higher Broughton, nr Manchester June 21 Taylor & Co, Manchester 
Harreiiu, Aveusta, Mere, Wilts June 16 Rutter & Rutter, 2 
Hitt, Wituam Becker, Sefton Park, Liverpool, Ship Owner June 18 Whitley & Co, 
feed 
Hopesoy, Epwix, Sunderland, Licensed Victualler May 31 Ritson, Sunderland 
peccon, Wenzsam, JP, yr: Eos. , = soa neg June 1 PR mgt Leeds i 
‘owse, Rey Waurer, Campden hill ct, Kensington June Milles, y College 
Kessiex, Sornie Luiss Avcusts, Mare st, Hackney June12 Harford, Ironmonger ln, 


eapside 
Laney, Guaseorte dulse hill Stee 38° 'Yahilding & Oo, Vincest'9q 
ARBY, CHARLOTTE une 22 

Leas, Rey Samuzi, West Bromwich June 30 Cochrane & Peacock, West Bromwich 
— Warer Bessemer, Broadway,|Worcester July1 Hores & Co, Lincoln’sinn 


Lonp, James, Royton, Lancs June 16 Bowden, Manchester 

Mancuanr, Awm South Norwood June 22 Yeilding & Co, Vincent sq 

Martin, Epwarp, Stretford, nr Manchester June 15 Pegge & yy Sy 
Mavpe, Caantes Faewes, Burwash, Sussex June 12 Andrews & Burwash 





Mixes, Susannwan, Deal July 17 Roscoe & Hincks, 
Morcax, Many Jaws, Neath,Glam June 15 Thomas & Neath 

Moss, Jouawna, St Agnes ter, 31 Watkin & Co, New Broad st 
Motopsn, Ju.es, rm, Brixton 1 & 

Moutuze, Cuzistiwa, Lauriston rd, {June 14 Mills & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Mame aanee. ee James, Camden Park, Wells, Journalist June 30 


Nerpxam, Saran, Leeds June8 Dobson, Leeds 

Nickaxs, Eiary, Wispers Stedham, Sussex June10 Baker & Co, Cannon st 

Nunn, Sanan Axx, South Lowestoft June 15 Johnson, Lowestoft 

Orsnax, Mortacus Witu1ams, Mansfield, Notts May 26 Wood & Bourne, Southam, 

Patuek, Mary Axx, Hull June 21 Hind & Godfrey, Nottingham 

seg aa, Ee une 16 = Jely1 : 
EAD, Toomas Launence, Petersham South Surgeon Richardson 
& Co, Golden sq, Regent st ; ’ - 


Co, 
Rrxox, Mary Axnz, broke June1l Stokes, Tenby 
Romes, ~ SurHes.anp, Harrow, Barristerat Law June 12 Romer & Skan, Copthall 


Rosson, Tuomas, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer June 


15 Luton 
Sanperson, Epna, on Yorks J ll #H Sire siddlecbrough 
‘Thornaby pb. une 


nea > Seeees Se Licensed Victualler June 
Trrien, Awxre, Ardwick, June 14 Orrell, Manchester 
Vart, Ann, Evenwood, Durham June 10 Leg Pao 
Waker, Joszra, Little Everdon, Northampton, June 15 WFEF&W 
Will iby, Daventry 
wae, yay 8t Leonards % he 12 Old Broad st 
NDI RGE, Oxton, Chester June eightman 
Winter, © Gonthongten, uevdiine Ghowesn June 


HARLES Henry, Al 
5 Gower, Tunbridge Welle 


London Gasette.—Tuxspay, May 18. 
Aprietoy, ExizaseTu, Pendleton, Lancs Jane 29 Aston & Co, Manchester 
Beaumont, ArTouR Moarox, Townsville, Queensland, Australia June 16 Payne & 
Brresroap, Liry Warren, Duchess of Marl Dorking, Surrey June 
24 G & A Marshall, New sq, Pub + ype aca eaeataeae 
Bissev., Emma, Albion sq, Dalston June 19 & Co, Gresham st 
BissguL, Joun ALexanpesr, Albion sq, Dalston June19 A & Co, Gresham st 
Beamaatt, Toomas, Warehouseman May 29 1, Wi 
Buene, Major-General Sir Owen Tupor, Sutherland av, Maida Vale June 20 Crowders 
& Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
re Epwix, Wendover, Buckingham, Agricultural Engineer June 15 Wilkins & 
» Aylesbury 
Couey, Barney, Birmingham, Jewellers’ Traveller Junel Davis 
Crappoox, Hwy Pere, Lichfield, Butcher June 24 & Bon, 
Dagrag, Henry Zoucu, Lucknow, India June 30 Murray & Co, Birchin ln 
Enouisu, Ayn, Pickering, York July1 Whi 
Gain, Henry Watnwaicat, Wavertree, Lancaster June 30 & Roberts, 
Gaye, Russet, Kerr, Cambridge, Tutor June24 Rivers & " urch 
Cnamen, cane Davin, Circus rd, 8t John’s Wood, Confectioner July 14 Rye & Eyre, 
en sq 
Hare ry, Wi1114m Jonx, Birmingham, Butcher June 18 egg Rb ee Ds ~ | 
Beceem, Wiuiam, JP, Hughenden, Morely, York, Cloth June 1 
ward, Leeds 


Hotyoaks, Caanuotrs, Leamington June12 W: 
Jackson, ANDREW, Higher Broughton, Manchester, 


FACuEen, aseA, Ogre icente P Junel Maxsted & Co, popeutes 

AMONT, ILLIAM, ‘une 30 Howland, New 

Lazurvs, Juxivs, West Didsbury, “Manchester, Merchant A Sg 4 WN Price, 
Lumspaing, Catugning EvIZzaABEeTa Dorset June5 Dibben, Wimborne 
Sanen, Soanee Avaustus, Great Besex, Baker June 12 Cunnington;& Co, 


raintree, 
Lewis, Janz, Lower Weston, nr Bath Ji 12 Bush & Bush, Bristol 

Manrsn, Sanau Janz, Leicester June 12 “Marriott, N 

Sieneseuens, Tetass Lo Long Island, New York June 18 Richards & Parker, 


‘arwick st, 
Nostz, Josspx Wueat.ey, Needingworth, Huntingdon, Commercial Traveller<June 26 
Bilson, Leicester 
O’Coxng.L, Jamus, Torquay Junel4 Kitsons & Co, uay 
Pinpse, Ace, June 15° bang Co, 
‘une 


Merchant June 30 Doyle & Co, 


Parivert, rd, 16 Robinson & Co, Charterhouse sq 
Ropeats, Artaur, Eltham, Kent June 18 Lawrence, st, Strand 
Suaw, ALIcR, Lg June 30 Cox, 
Stiawoop, Hanyau Barry, Oldham June 10 & Manchester 
the tay 8 OY RO, 
'URBEL| attes Ropgart, ‘une 18 
Tyee, Canouixe, St Leonards on 8ea June 5 & Co, College st * 


Marchant 
Warpze, Sir Tuomas, Leek, Stafford June 24 Clements & Co, King William st 
Weron, Wittiam Hitt, Castle Cary, Somerset, Builder June 30 Woodforde, Castle 


Ca 
Wasveasenan, Cnares Joun henge June 30 Hewitt & Co, Leadenhall st 
WIitiias, asaath, Birmingham, Keeper June 2% Bickley & Lynex 
aening am 
Witxinson, Mary Janz, Bath June5 Orford & Sons, Manchester 
Wituiamson, Exvizapera Avousra, Rhyl, Flint May 81 Gamlin, Rhyl 
Woop, Anns Crasrer, Bournemouth June 14 Forster & Co, Newcastle on Tyne 


Woorxoves, Francis, Eye, Suffolk June 30 Lawton & Co,;Eye 
Wort, E:ten, Upavon, Wilts June 14 Dixon, Pewsey 








B k N « Conasbpes, Sonten, vant by ae Harry Piacotrt, Kempery, oT ja. ital, Leather Merchan 
.LISON, at 
ANKTUPECY NOLICES. | Sort i Ma Or May eae |S teea anaes, Pong Meant Man 
’ > nm > 
London Gazette.—Farvay, May 14, aneee a Pet May 12 on ar 18 Mrs, Evax, nay, Glam, Collier, Pontypridd Pet May 
ewport, 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


1 e 
Ans.aster, Samugt, Norton Canes, Staffs, Baker Walsal 
Pet May 12 Ord May 12 Wrage, Tinaian, Trefriw, 


Evass, Tomas, 
Dealer N 


May 1 


Ord 


y 
Cave, Hanny, Batley, Yorks, Greengrocer Dewsbury Pet! g,nnis, Tuomas, Porth, Glam Travelling Draper Ponty- Bricklayer 1d 
Mi pridd Pet April 28° Ord Ma wd 


Cravens < a i. ks Deal Leeds Pe 
AM, JANE , Yorks, Fish er t 
May 10 Ord May i0 Hasian, Guose Sheffield, 


CurgLaxp, Anruur Cuances Stuaat, St James pl High acne Fn. T, ‘Baher, Burrey, Builder High Court 
Pet March y 
on Tees, Plater Stockton on Temes, te Seem, Beat Solicitors’ Clerk Barn- 


Pet Aug1 Ord Nov 17 
Cor, Aupenr,:Btafford, Builder Stafford Pet May 10 Ord Jouwson, CHARLES, 
Tees 





ay 
Crovon, Bexsamrx, St Leonards on Sea, Sussex, Bootmaker 
Hastings Pet May 10 Ord Mayio0 om 


wport. Mon” Pet May li, Ord 

» Mon y 

May 17 ‘Ord May'l1 se 

Auurrsreap, Tomas, Blackpool, Joiner Preeton Pet May | reawxe, Dimasn, Hale, Chester, Painter Manchester 
Pet 


1 May 11 
Bowo, Tuomas, Derby, Pork Butcher Derby Pet May 10 en Sie . 
’ ° , Hackive, W11114m, Chorley, Lancs, Fishmonger Bolton 
Ord May 10 Pet April 26 May t ; 


25 Ord May 7 

, Stockton 
Pet May 11 Ord May 11 
madoc Pet May12 Ord May 12 Pet 18 Ord 10 


‘on, General 
May 11 Miuye Wiutas Syow, Prittlewell, Essex, Coal Dealer 
Portmadoc Chelmsford Pet A 14 Ord May 10 


we. hb ae eld, Grocer Sheffield Pet May 
Pain, Ouase 4, Hore, Sussex Brighton Pet April 16 Ord 


Bolton on Yorks, 
‘May 10° Ord May 10 
Suerazarp, Wautss, Southend on Sea, to a Pub- 

lic Chelmsford Pet ll 
SprgppiNa, magp and Wit1iiam Moatey, 
a 


Sugrarp, Grores, Gol d 


E Butcher Sheffield Pet 


Pet May 10 Ord 10 
. Cycle Dealer Port-| Witp, May 18 Tram 
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Wizronrp, Atvane ante Leeds, Fruiterer Leeds Pet 
May 12 Ord May 12 

Wim, Soseaser - —, Pye jhe = oa, ‘Cornwall, 
Grocer Truro y 

Winstow, Faxxy, Swindon, Merchant *Beindon Pet April 
2 Ord May 12 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 27 : 


Hepars, by fore Freperick, Sees, Builder Ayles- 
bury Pet Feb27 Ord April 


Amended Notice substituted for that ae in the 
London Gazette of May 


Esstty, ye South Shore cepa, adios Man- 
chester pril 16 Ord Ma: 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Maxnut1ax Tuomas, Dunham Massey, Cheshire, 
ee. of a Limited Company May 2 at at 10.30 Off 
st, Manchester 
ranb, noua, Stanhope av, Church End, Finchley, 
May 2 at 12 4, Bedford ro w, London 
pa Samvet, ~— Collector May Mat 3.15 7, 
Buckland terr, P’ 


ymouth 

CLAPHAM, JANE, bbe Y Yorks, Fish Dealer May 24 at 11 

Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

CrxezLaxp, Artuur CHARLES oe St James pl May 
24at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Coxs, Rapa, West Hartlepool, Fisherman May 27 at 10,30 
Off Rec, 3, Manor pl. Sunder! 

Cox , ALBERT, ’Btafford, Builder May 24at11 Swan Hotel 
Btafford 


Cuxmineton, Joszrrn Grace Suits, and Harry Piacorr 
AL.isox, Great Newport st, — Engineers May 
2% ati11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care he 

Evans, —— Newport, Pembrokeshire, Draper May 
2@atii Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Fisngy, ArcnipaLp Bexsamr, Small Heath, Birmingham, 
Foreman cw at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, 
Corporation st, Birming’ 

Forwoop, Ricnarp Tuomas, River, Dover, Milkman May 
22at10 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Faeanks, RicHarp, Hale, Cheshire, Painter and nd Paperhanger 
May 22at11 Off Rec, Dgcens Manchester 

Gian Wituam Hewry, bridge, Stationer May 24 
at 2.30 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge. 

Haszpes, Rosxeet Jaurs, Kingston upon Hull, Shipwright 
ee, all 11 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Low- 


te, Hull 

wien "Tuomas, poe, Glam, Travelling Draper May 24 
at 11.15 Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, Pontypridd 

Haywoop, mage T, Baber, Builder May 2at1 Bank- 

gs, st 

Kapp, Cunistian Gaprizt Betxuesar, Gateshead, General 

Medical Practitioner May 22 ati1 Off Rec, 30, Mos- 
st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Meuvitie, Micnar. Lixxinc Henry, Charles st, St James 
May 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Mupp.etox, Joun Recivatp Wixey, and Atrrep Ernest 
Epwaasp Dawiets, Dover, Electricians May 22 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Mitus, Evan, Mardy, Glam, Collier» May 2%at 12 Off 
Rec, Post Office chmbrs, Pontypridd 

Parry, *Kopert, Caermeir edern Neto, Tm al 
Farmer May 22 at 2.15 * Station Hotel, Hol 

Parrcuagp, Hessert Witwiam, Welewheagie' Baker 
May 25 at11 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Srzppixe, Ricnagp, and Witium Moruey, Keighley, 


Yorks, Worsted 8: May 24 at 11 Off Rec, 12, 
Tznon, Francis, Kidderminster, Toy Dealer May 25 at 12 
Lion Hotel, Kidderminster 


Wiup Samurt, Southport, Tramway Inspector May 24 at 
iu Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool ’ 
Waren, A.raep Epwarp, Leeds, iterer May 24 at 

11,80 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Ansiaster, Samvet, Norton Canes, Staffs, Baker Walsall 
Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

AxnmitsTeaD, THomas, snare, Joiner Preston Pet 
Mayill Ord Mayli 





a ojo Derby, Pork Butcher Derby Pet May 10 


1 
Brewer, asc, Regent’s Park High Court Pet Feb 11 
Ord May 11 


Burrows, MarsHaut Vicror, Rushden, Northampton, Boot 
Manufacturer Northampton Pet March 12 Ord May 
ll 


Camis, Anpez Messen, Sandringham bldgs, eo 
rd, Tailor High Court Pet Mar 20 Ord M 

Cave, Harry, Cross Bank, Batley, ae aban 
Dewsbury Pet May 10 Ord May 

CLAPHAM, Jame, oo, Yorks, Fish Dealer Leeds Pet 
May 10 tod, B 

Cox, ALBERT, Cae Builder Stafford Pet May 10 Ord 
May 10 

Dearpeyx, Samurt, Brierley, nr Barnsley, Domgaster of 
Nuisances Barnsley Pet May 12 Ord "May 12 

Esszty, Cuvori, South Shore, feegedt, Merchant Man- 
chester Pet — 16 Ord iy & 

Evans, Tomas, Loy ed Newport, t Mey Same 
Dealer Newport, Mon Pet May ll Ord Ma 

Evays, Wrii1am, Pant Du, Trefriw, Pana Sy Miner 
Portmadoc Pet May 11 Ord May 11 

Franks, Joun Grorcr, Balham, Meat Salesman High 
Court Pet April 16 Ord May 11 

Frarxs, Ricnarp, Hale, Chester, Painter Manchester 
Pet May il Ord May 11 

Green, Harrorp, Bishops gp gd General Merchant 
Hertford Pet Mar12 Ord May 11 

—~ Tuomas, Porth, Glam, Travelling Draper 

dd Pet April 28 Ord May 1 

Rw, ae, Pork Butcher Sheffield Pet 
May 10 Ord May 10 

so, CHARLES, —— on Tees Stockton on Tees 

et May 11 Ord May 

Joxzs, Robert, ey * restiniog, atest, Cycle 
ealer Portmadoc Pet May12 Ord May 

Kuve, Witt1am, Manchester, ites Mohan Man- 
chester Pet Mar15 Ord May 

Laver, Coyrap, Euston rd, he High Court 
Pet Aprilé Ord May 8 

Levy, Erkanan Aazon, Panton st, Haymarket, Com- 
mission Agent High Court Pet April 2 Ord May 8 

ae, Bran Deere Glam, Collier Pontypridd Pet May 


y 1 

we A Wi.uiam, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet May 
12 Ord May 12 

Paix, Craup H, Hove, Sussex Brighton Pet April 16 
Ord May 12 

Sayse, Freperick og Ramsgate Canterbury Pet 
April 20 Ord May - 

SuePargp, Grorce, Gulathorpe, Bolton on Dearne, Yorks, 
Bricklayer Sheffield Pet May 10 = May 10 

Suerszarp, WALTER, Southend on Sea, Man to a Pub- 
lic Company Ch ‘ord Pet May 11 Ord rd May 11 

Sincteton, Epwarp, Hendford _— Yeovil, Somerset 
Yeovil Pet April17 Ord May 12 

Srzppine, Ricnagsp, and Witiiam Mor.ey, Keighley, 
—_ 8, Worsted Spinners Bradford PetMay10 Ora 


yl 
Srein- teen Apvotr Gortrrizp WiLi1AM, Ferme Park 
omen Clerk High Court Pet May 6 Ord 
ay 1 


| 
auumee. Grorce Wi.t1am, Hambleton, nr a le 


Fylde, Lancs Preston Pet April24 Ord Ma 
Trey, Joun ‘James, Barnstaple, Solicitor’s Clerk , 
staple Pet May 10 Ord ‘May 10 
Wank, ALrrep, 8t => Yacht Builder Newport Pet 
Aprilé Ord 7* 
vor. coms, and Wituram Cuartes Crement, Taibach 
Port Talbot, Glam, Grocers Neath Pet April 27 Ord 
Ord May 10 
WEs.ey, iinet, Moss ad Manchester, Grocer Crewe 
Pet et May 8 Ord May 
Werron, Feayx y pony i eitaiii at, eg Manufac- 
turer High Court Pet Mar 11 Ord May 1 
WI11p, Samvz., Southport, _enay Inspector "Liverpool 
et May 10 Ord May 10 
Witrorp, Atrrep ae pa Leeds, Fruiterer Leeds Pet 
May 12 Ord May 1z 
Wituiams, Marcanret Janz, Newlyn in om. Cornwall, 
Grocer Truro Pet May 12 Ord May 12 





ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER, AND 
DISMISSING PETITION. 


os Gerarp Featuersrorr, Acton Vale, Midd, = 
Director Brentford Pet Nov 25, 1908 
ord Jan 15, 1909 Rese Ord, Dis of Pet, tod 23, 
1909 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 18, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Avstix, Witu1am Hezeeart, Brighton, Fruit Salesman 
Brighton Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

Biacxmors, WItuaM 7 i Pontypridd Pontypridd 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

Buppex, Matruew, |’ ne Bridport Dorchester Pet 

B — W and Mey 14 Ni h, Gam 

URGESS, WILFREID Lawson, pe jpany’s Secretary 

Norwi Pet May 13 Ord Ma : 

Cornett, ArTHuR CHARLES, Kingsoo upon pan, Farrier 
Kingston upon Hull Pet May14 Ord May 

Crossiey. James Samvue., Whitworth, potas Fn er Stone 
Merchant dale Pet May 15 Ord Ma 

DE ~~ LanceLot Watrer, Derby Derby Bet May 12 


y 12 

Daviss, Henry, Oswestry, Baker Shrewsbury Pet A 
28 Ord May 13 ee 

DE NALICETO, Seon, Marquis, vos ter, Hyde Park 
High Court Pet Feb10 Ord April2 

Divett, Ranpotpx, HMS8 Terrible, Portsmouth Ports- 
mouth Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

er ety Ipswich, Painter Ipswich Pet May 12 


Evans, Daven, Piecngeew, Glam, Grocer Cardiff Pet 
May 13 Ord May 
Brass, Waeena Warns, Liverpool, sooetien Merchant 
a Pet May7 Ord May 14 
nae DWARD, Great Grimsby, Grocer Great Grimsby 
May 14 Ord May 14 
Hast, e~4 Levenshulme, Meare, Shipping Clerk 
Manchester Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
Harris, Sasan Eupen, Ki ove, Stafford, Milliner 
Hanley Pet May13 Ord May 13 
Jones, Percy Leronasp, Newmarket, Cambs, Market 
Gardener Cambridge Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
Jongs, Ricuarp, Five Roads, nr Lianelly, Labourer Car- 
marthen Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
Jones, Witt1aM, Pwilheli, Carnarvon, Joiner Portmadoc 
Pet May 13 Ord May 13 
Justice, Maup Beatrice, Sandown, Isle of Wight New- 
port Pet May12 Ord May 12 
co Wiu14m, Cleveland st, Fitzroy oa, | sommes Dealer 
Court att April 23 Ord May 1 
Mothalaaen, @ , New ~ yoy Builder "ena Sur- 
rey Pet Mar 10 Ord May 13 
Manyinc, Epwin James, Liepsop, Plymouth, Builder 
Plymouth* Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
—i. » Derby, Clothier yf Pet April 23 
a 
Purpur, Wassen Eanzst, Cornford grove, Bedford hill 
Balham, Commission Agent Wandsworth Pet April 
15 Ord May 13 
Quay zm, Rosert, Harrington, Cumberland, Ls a: 
raper Whitehaven Pet May12 Ord "May 
me. Satomon Sion, and Savi Gaspeer, ae 
2 Withington, a Shippers Manchester Pet 
April 19 Ord May 12 
Serceant, R P, Seaforth, ee ts Corn Merchant 
Liverpool Pet April1é6 Ord M 
Sittett, Joun, Wenhaston, Suffolk, eer Great Yar- 
mouth Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Sreysoy, Tuomas Cooper, Mansfield, Notts, Plumber 
Nottingham Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
Westwoop, Joun Henry, Cakemore, Worcester, Draper 
Stourbridge Pet May13 Ord May 13 
Waozey, Witu1am Garant, Burgh, Lincoln, Hay and 
Straw Dealer Boston Pet May12 Ord May 12 
bet =x Lieut Grorcz, HMS Swale High Court 
Pet March 3 Ord May 13 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 4: 


Bastarp, Tsomas Wituiam Ancric, Church End, Finchley, 
Builder Barnet Pet March 23 Ord ‘Ane 29 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


BIOORG ATHEH 


FUND. LIMITED. 





ESTABLISHED IN 18980. 


LOMDonm, 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 








Upwards of 650 Appeais to Quarter sessions have been conducted under the 
direction ana supervision of the Corporation. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


on application. 
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Employers Insured against Accidents te Clerks, Shop Assistants, 


Domestic Servants, and Workpeople. 


Motors and Carriages Insured against Accidental Damage. 


Head Offices: 


“IMPERIAL ACCIDENT INSURANCE CO... 


ESTABLISHED 1878. 
17, PALL MALL EAST, LONDON, S.W. 


LIMITED. 





THE Ricut Hon. 


THOMAS F. HALSEY, Chairman. 





NON-TARIFE RATES. 
WOoOREMENS COMPENSATION . 


Horses and Cattle Insured. Death from Accident or Disease. 


Drivers’ Accidents to the Public and their Property. 


Domestic Servants’ Insurance. 


OCOLAIMS PAID, £200,000. 


Prospectuses, post free. 


AGENTS REQUIRED. 


B. S. ESSEX, Manager. 








FIRST MEETINGS 


Biacxmorr, WILLIAM Hevey, Foateeetad May 26 at 11 
Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, wich, Somp 
Boarcess, Wire Law — — mpany’s Secretary 
May 26at11 Off Rec,8, King st, Norwich 
Cave, Harry, Batley, York, Meseaner = 4 26 at 11 Off 
, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 
Ceasar, erry grees ‘ Denbigh, Soli Solicitor 
y 28 at 12 chmbrs, row, 
Cazasey, Grorar, Sheffield, License: enipe sor, Chases May 26 at 
11.30 Off Ree, Figtree ‘in, Sheffield 


Crovcs, Bexsamis, St Leonards, Sussex, Bootmaker wa 
, Cambridge 
Hastin 


26 at 11 County Court Offices, 24 

on Eiver, Oswestry, Baker June8at10 Off Rec, 22 

Swan hill Shrewsbury 

Daviss, Lewis Jony, Llanrwst, Denbigh, Cycle Repairer 
May 23 at12 C ¢ chmbre, Eastgate row, Chester 

Draven, Samurt, Brierley, nr Barnsley, York’ May 26 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 7, Regent st, 

Dey, Taomas Wittam, Sheffield, Dancing 
Teacher May 26at12 Off Rec, Wigteee In, ‘Shemiola 

ease Jomn, EF By Painter May 26 at 11 Off Rec, 

eumen tes mae ree Ramsgate May 27 at 9.15 Off 

684, Castle st, Canterbury 

Hacxixa, Wrttiam, Ch ag tay Lanes, Fishmonger May 26 
at3 19, Exchange st, Bolto 

Hannis, Sanan aus, Kidegrove, Stafford, ae May 
26 at 3 fit, Newcastle, Staff 

ames, Ft. Shel, Pork Butcher May 26 at 12.80 


: eld. 

Hearscore, James, Maneatis, oan Doubler May 26 
at ll Off Ree, 23, King Edward st, lesfield 

Heatucore, JoserH, Bollington, nr hMncclonteld Cotton 
Doubler May 2% at 11.30 Off Rec, 23, King. Edward 
st, Macclesfield 

Joxes, Witiram James, Ystradgynlais, Brecon, Carpenter 
May 2 at 11 Off "Ree, Geverumaus bldgs, Frog st, 

wansea, 

Kares, Wri1iam, Cleveland st ried sq, Tobacco Dealer 
Bankruptcy bld 

Kemegry, Sipyry ‘AMES, oe, Dristol, Leather Merchant May 
26 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bris tol 

Lancaster, Jonn, Sheffield, Button Manufacturer May 
2%at1 Off Rec, Fi ln, Sheffield 

Le Marz, Ricnarp, Heaton Chapel, Lancs, Insurance 
Broker May 27 at 11 Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, 
Vernon st, Stock: 

MoCtacuarry, G, Rew ew Malden, Surrey, Builder May 27 
at 12 -.132, ‘York rd, Westminster Bri 

ae Cuaup H, Hove, Sussex May 27 at 10.80 Off Rec, 

4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Proctor, Epwarp, Derby, Clothier May26at11 Off Rec, 
47, Full st, Derb: 

Purpus, Wituiam asese, Cornford er, Bedford Hill, 
Ba , Commission Agent May 27 at 11.30 132, 
York rd, Westminster Brioge 

Ray, Bersy, Bury st. Haman, Fancy > faeaa May 
26 at 2.15 Off Rec, 86, Princes st, Ips 
z, Henpert Anos, aud ARTHUR "ices Rosr, 
Woodstock, Oxford, Carpenters May 26 at 12 1, St. 
Aldates, Oxford 

Saezparp, Gronar, Bolton on Dearne, bey Bricklayer 
May 27 at 12 Off Rec. Figtree ln, Sheffield 

Squire, Sipnzy, St Leonards, Sussex, Licensed Victualler 
jag tnd 11.30 County Court Offices, 24, Cambridge 


— 

Tunny, Joux ames, Barnstaple, Solicitor’s Clerk June 2 
at3 04, High st, Barnstaple 

Warr, Jou, and Witiuiam Cuartes CLEMENT, Port 
Talbot, Glam, Grocers May 27 at11 Off Rec, Govern- 
ment bldgs, st, Swansea 

Wesiry, Arraur, insford, Cheshire, Grocer May 26 
at 8,30 Off Rec, King st, ‘Newcastle, Staffs 

Warrrinanam, Wittiam Motysevux, Wallasey, Chester, 
To vd May 26 at 11 Off Rec, 35, Victoria sty 


verpoo! 
Waouey, Witt1am Grant, Burgh, Lines, Hay Dealer 

June 8 at 12,15 Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 
Wittiams, Marcarer J ANE, Newlyn in Paul, Cornwall, 
rf May 26 at 12 Off Rec, Old Miners ers Bank, 


Wemmasp, Lieut Groner, HMS Swale May 26 at 12 
- : nkruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
nom, ony, Ludlow, Salop, Licensed Victualler May 26 
at 2.30 2,'Offe st, Hereford : 





ADJUDICATIONS, 


Avetrxs, Witu1amM Hersert, ‘Brighton, Fruit Salesman 
3 ag Pet May as Ord =| 14 ea Baker 
ARNARD, HENRIETTA Mary . Essex, 
Chelmsford Pet Mar 11” Ort Ma 
BLackmore, ae Henry, Pontypuda Pontypridd Pet 
tether 


May 14 
Buppen, aig nations. Beaminster, Bridport 
Dorchester Pet May 14 Ord May 14 


Buraess, onli. Lawsoy, Norwich, Company’s Secretary 
Norwich Pet May13 Ord May 18 

Coomes, Watrer Grorcer, Lewisham Hi igh rd, Greengrocer 
Greenwich Pet May6 Ord May 14 

a oy tpn Hove, Sussex, Tailor Brighton Pet 

Pp 
Cornett, ARTHUR ee Kingston upon Hull, Farrier 
upon Hull Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Crosser, tom Samug., Whitworth, nr Rochdale, Stone 
rchant ey 7 Pet May 16 } oe May 15 

Crovon, Benxsamin, Sea, 
Hastings Pet May 1 10 Ord May 13 

Shrewsbury Pet April 


y 15 
DE Gua Las Saoweeee Watrter, Derby Derby Pet May 12 


Divert, Bavecces, HMS Terrible, Portsmouth Portsmouth 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
masa, ro Ipswich, Painter Ipswich Pet May 12 


y 12 

Evans, Davin, age, Glam, Grocer Cardiff Pet May 
13 Ord Ma 

Fiercuse, _~ Mokrtey, ant. wall, Merchant 
High Court Pet Dec13 Ord Ma 

Formay, Epwarp, Great Grimsby, ra hed Great Grims by 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

Gipson, rkancescA Gaazme, Wimbledon Common 
Kingston, Surrey PetJan7 Ord May 13 

Gotspy, Wrui1am Atrrep, Liverpool, Boot Dealer Liver- 
pool Pet April1é Ord May 15 

Hatt, Joux, Manchester, Shipping Clerk Manchester 
Pet May 15 Ord May 15 


ay Hesry, Oswestry, Baker 





Hanes, Sanan Ewen, , Stafford, Milliner 
Hanley Pet May 18 * ond May 18 


Home, James Laspsrooxe, and Watter Home, Margate, 
Bakers Canterbury Pet May 5 Ord May 12 
Jones, Ricuarp, Five Roads, or Lianelly, 
Pet May 15 Ord I May 15 


Justice, Maup puree, IofW Newport Pet 
May12 Ord May 12 


> Wituia, Cleveland st, Fi’ sq, Tobacco Dealer 
High Court Pet April23 Ord a, Fi y 15 Dailde 
r 


Mayxinec, Eowir J 
Witt1am Eryest, Cornf Qua May grove, Bedford Hill 


AMES, 
Plymouth Pet May 15 Ord 
Purpvusz, 
» Com Agent Wandsworth Pet April 


Westwoop, Joux NERY, , Worcester, Draper 
Stourb: et May 13 Ord May 18 
Wao ey, Wii114m Grant, Burgh, av and Straw 
Boston Pet Ma: Ord May 
WItxer, J. es Woreester Pet April 
1 
Wixsiow, Wane. Swindon, Wilts, Merchant Swindon 
Pet April 2 2 Ord May 13 
ARIURIOATIS J ANOLE aD AND 
Se ae bapuae res 
Prsris, R 8, Bt Banna" 's ter 


Pet May 14, 1902 Hee Ori Jane 21 Jane 24, 1902 toon Adee July 
26,1902 Resc and Anul May 5, 1909 


ADAME TUSSAUD’S EX HIBITION.— 

\ The = . » inteoeiiing. instractive, and 
ivexpensive Hi Entertainment in Londoa. vIF&- 
LIK 4 PORTRAIT MODELS of LLM. the the EMPE8OR 
of GERMANY, T.M the Rep and QUEEN e SPAIN, 
wned al Music, 


and all the Cro of Burope. 
Tableaux Scenes, &. Afternoon Teas. mon 8 
pa Admission 1s.; children under 12, 6d. Open 


RECEIVING 














LIFE 


INTERESTS 





REVERSIONS 





(Absolute or Contingent) 


PURCHASED. 
Good prices given for approved Securities. 


LOANS GRANTED 





Upon Security ot Life Interests, Reversions, &c. 


MORTGAGES 





application. 





Upon first-class business or residential property considered. 





BUSINESS CARRIED THROUGH WITHOUT DELAY. 


STAR LIFE ASSURANCE 


ee SOCIETY, 
82, Moorgate Street, E,C. 
J. DOUGLAS WATSON, 





Assets : 
£6,500,000 


F.L.A., Manager and Actuary. 
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Curry, Re. Curry v. Curry 
D. v. D. (King’s Proctor Intervening) ... 359 
David v. Britannic Merthyr Coal Co. ...... 398 
Davis v. Gas Light and Coke Co. ........ ieee 
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Mpberm v. Bowler: (..c...<.....ccscasocsss....... 356 
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Lancashire and Yorkshire Accident 
i Se a rare 
Farquhar v. Newbury Rural District 
IC ie eae Pe ae eae 


Morghn and Others .........00........000.. 149 
Frederick v. Bognor Water C>. ............ 31 
Gane & Kilner v. Linley ........................ 198 
Gibbon, Re. Moore v. Gibbon _............ 177 


Gill and Another v. Gill and Others and 
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Gingell, Son, & Foskett (Lim.) v. Stepney 
Borough Council 
Glyn v. Howell 
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South Wales Operatives’ Trade and 
Provident Society 
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| ee ie ek ee eo 32 
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Local Government Board v. Stoneham 
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the University of St. 
Others Rd 
An Ajpplication of the National Starch 
Co., No. 294696, for the Registration of 


Court of 
Andrew’s and 


a Trade-mark, In the Matter of a ...... 13 
Nussey v. Provincial Bill Posting Co. 

(Lim.) and J. E. Eddison .................. 418 
Osborne v. Amalgamated Society of . 

REMAIWEY TOU WIIID | soon cieceesccsetincoseccecesse 98 
Fearce, Re. Crutchley v. Wells ............... 419 
Pearse’s Settlement, Re. ................---+. 82 


S. Pearson & Son (Lim.) v. Dublin ana 
South-Eastern Railway Co 





een 
Porter v. London and Manchester Jn- 
BNE TEIN, «sac decdds>eckoudcccrecuinidtivestosinn 342 
Postmaster-General v. National Telephone 
AM MEME! ar suck cesswdbn vnesbusndicekecddinsscee 429 
OWEN: Ve TUNE socssececassinassducioovess 322 


Rapid Road Transit Co. (Lim.), Re. ... 83 
Rederiaktieselskabet Superior v. Dewar 
SIERRAS SORE RACER MAI mpoaee A ire 
Red ‘‘R”’ Steamship Co. v. Allatini Bros. 

and Others 
i EE CO ei ae 

Reed v. Great Western Railway Co. ...... 31 
Reigate Rural District Council v. Sutton 


District Water Co. (Ewart, Third 
ot BRR Aa RET sale ak ar Se Sean pow 245 
Republic of Bolivia v. Indemnity Mutual 
Marine Assurance Co, (Lim.) ............ 
R. v. Barnes and Another .............6...0665 101 


R. v. Beesby and Another, Justices, Xc., 
and Dugdale, Esquire, Recorder of 


PRI FS coccsdccapecaneicucccersccboscsieeke 289 
Wil Me NEES ialradbchokipots onsecgshastloucesaanaedge 402 
Ws IN vc clbtas pt dis'ospansaLesecarcoedhomaany 164 
ee Se Sitesi cacsivcaalsateteosias Fecbitutes 214 
Oe: Wu BOWED.“ Seanhehabactabdvecdesiccastedctseacs 449 





Bt MEMIEIIEES Tn Gay os odin -stov eden ssemasscosaencn 401 
a eee er eee 288 
Te Wi PD Gas hapccesces ssi secs 4 apssdeecmes 101 
Bi, ME "Sc fad decdonsnceandbguegsvehubaien Atom 378 
Bes 7R, WENN: Soc osscsecnccsseuuweabideeg dave . 164 
De. 9 MEL, Sens cdndy o<iepsosduemeetivieninigs spt 64 
i NIE: | ine ovicanss vessevdiunsbeiobeuessdous 322 
R. v. His Honour Judge Snagge .......... 285 
R. v. Special Commissioners of Income 

ME Dt ett ea acauh ccs cicecessesaccdpusesiocmenaaal 320 
R. (on the Prosecution of the South- 

Eastern and Chatham Railway’s Manag- 

ing Committee) v. The Assessment Com- 

mittee of the Metropolitan Borough of 

Southwark (De Parish of St. Mary, 

Newington). Same v. Same (De Parish 

of St. Saviour). Same v. Same (De 

Parish of Christchurch) ..................... 133 
Rhondda Valley Breweries v. Pontypridd 

EB aR nts oe SE, Se pa a aa me A ts 242 
NW TIO: sass tv oe ccgc ee ceecetaeraaa 304 
Rohmann v. Rohmann _................00:0000 64 
Rosenz v. Rosenz and Josten ............... 400 
Rosin and Turpentine Import Co, (Lim.) 

v. B. Jacobs & Sons (Lim.) ............... 304 
a eo |. ee 119 
Rumbold v. London County Council and 

RIE.  eciee hues pete anc dccts siseteosedsveqode 227 
Salmon v. Quin & Axtens (Lim.) ............ 150 
ST TERE ercres: 97 
Schofield v. Orrell Colliery Co. (Lim.) ... 117 
Scriven v. Jescott (Leeds) (Lim.) ......... 10! 
Shirt v. Calico Printers’ Associaticn 

MN il Fk oot Bsc pcitiapescenewach ebaesencesees 
a ON ee err eee ee 7 
A Contract between Simpson and Others 

and Thomas May (Lim.) Re. ............... 37 
Smith-Bosanquet’s Trusts, Re. ............... 430 
Two Solicitors and an Unqualified Person, 

Re, Ex parte The Incorporated Law 

PE is csvsysicey oscsondagrotcaamne bes baensteNags 2 
South American Export Syndicate (Lim.) 

and Another v. Federal Steam Naviga- 

ROGGE SR IEG) hones dacncesoceaemeanrinegisxor 2 
Spillers & Bakers (Lim.) v. Great 

Western Railway Co. ................00..00 
Spratly, Re, Ex parte Spratly ............... 246 
Staffordshire Financial Co. (Lim.) 

Thomas Hill and Another _............... 


Stawell’s Trusts, Re. Poole v. Riversdale 268 
Stead v. Newport Union, Green v. The 


NE Fic cacachodindnebis ini tixnes sovtyanisinse . 6 
Steamship ‘‘ New Orleans’’ Co. (Lim.) v. 

London Provincial Marine and General 

SROSUMOS: TIO, TEAM) oc ececoccocevecesenssees 286 
eg A errr er eee 242 


Torrance v. Ilford Urban District Council... 301 
Torrens’ Divorce Bill 3 
Trowbridge Water Co. v. 
DINE San ed ethicdcdswstascivaccsepnneeiseaeieis 
Trust and Agency Co. of Australasia 
Ah MEM hia iu Seaceetebsevihaah ini eacidededassess an 
Tutton v. Owners of ss. ‘‘ Majestic ™’ ...... 447 
United Provident Assurance Co. (Lim.). 
In the Matter of the, and In the Matter 
of The Popular Life Assurance Co. 
(Lim.), and In the Matter of The Life 
Assurance Acts, 1870-1872 
United Shoe. Machinery Co. of Canada v. 
Brunet and Others 396 
The Trusts of the University of London 
Medical Sciences Institute Fund, Re, 


Fowler v. Attorney-General _............ 
A. F. & W. R. Tweedie’s Taxation, Re ... 118 
Vardopulo v. Vardopulo _..................++ 377 


Venugopal Chetti v. Venugopal Chetti ... 163 
Peter Walker & Sons (Lim.) v. William 
Hodgson 81 
Warnchen v. 
(Lim. ) OF oeeenceseseceere ees crecccscceecerees © . 
Weighill, Re. Ex patre The Official Re- 


RichardeMoreland & Szn 
134 


oo, Se ES eae apse Soyemeey 3 UTS. Sara 63 
White and Another v. Butt .................. 12 
White and Hales v. Islington Borough 

1 BESET EAN Rr pe ee a Eee 
Whitmores (Edenbridge) (Lim.) v. Stan- 

OME iconic spanavaiescacesssinbenencéansnssc ane 134 
Whitting v. Whitting ..............seceseseeeees 100 
Lk ee, SR RN yo ee» 288 
Wing v. London General Omnibus Co. 

(Lim.) Pee eeeeceeeeerettdeweeeeseees ITTTTT Titties 287 
Wright and Another v. Anderton _...... 135 












